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ADVERTISEMENT. 


The  reader  will  perceive  by  the  date  at  the  head  of  each  number, 
that  the  following  papers  were  published  weekly,  and,  from  the 
contents,  he  will  readily  infer  that  they  were  intended  for  distribution 
amongst  those  Jews,  who  still  adhere  to  the  Rabbinic  system.  But 
in  presenting  them  to  the  public  as  a  volume,  it  may  be  well  to  state 
that  the  great  object  was  to  exhibit  Judaism  as  it  appears  in  its  prac- 
tical workings,  and  that  therefore  most  references  are  made  to  the 
Jewish  Prayer-book,  and  to  the  codes  of  law  commonly  in  use  amongst 
Rabbinic  Jews,  and  which  are  considered  as  authoritative.  It  was  the 
Author's  wish,  not  to  ridicule  any  man's  superstition,  but  to  instruct 
those,  whom  Moses  and  the  Prophets  would  have  declared  to  be  in 
error.  He  has,  therefore,  carefully  avoided  the  tone  in  which  Eisen- 
menger  and  others  have  treated  this  subject,  and,  in  treating  the 
Jewish  legends,  has  confined  himself  to  those  which  are  mentioned  in 
the  prayers  of  the  Synagogue.  The  materials  are  the  result  of  many 
years'  study  and  and  practical  observation.  Buxtorf,  Majus,  Edzard, 
Eisenmenger,  Wagenseil,  &c.,  have  been  carefully  consulted,  but  the 
Jewish  Liturgies,  the  Arbah  Turim,  the  Shulchan  Aruch,  the  Yad 
Hachasakah,  are  the  principal  sources,  whence  this  view  of  Judaism 
has  been  drawn.  The  Author  has  only  to  add  a  hope,  that  these 
papers  may  not  be  misunderstood,  either  by  Jew  or  Christian,  but  that 
all  who  read  them  will  carefully  distinguish  between  Judaism  and  the 
Jewish  people — and  a  wish,  that  they  may  contribute  to  the  welfare  of 
Israel,  and  the  promotion  of  truth. 
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,  no  pious,  now,  35 
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and  dogs,  55 

Gershom,  R.,  anathema  by,  186 
Hands,  laying  on  of,  166 
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salvation,  3 
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Berachoth,  37,  38 
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Tom  Toy,  59 

lovel,  35 
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Hilchoth  Maakaloth  Asuroth,  213 

Mamrim,  169 

Matt'nath  Aniim,  153 

Megillah,  25 
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Holyday,  how  to  make  fire  on,  54 
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Jeremiah  unjustly  condemned,  7 

Jewish-German,  69 

Jews,  persecuted  in  Spain  and  Portugal,  19 
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High  Priest,  4 

Intolerance,  Talmudic,  15 — 19 

loma,  10 

Jonathan,  son  of  Uzziel,  95 

Jost's,  history,  63 

Isaac,  merit  of  offering,  137 

Jubilee,  year  of,  35 

Judaism  the  religion  of  the  oral  law,  1 

and  of  the  Jewish  Prayer-book,  I 

and  Christianity  cannot  both  be  true. 


a  false  religion,  237 

,  its  authors  wicked  men,  238 

Judgment,  Rabbinic,  idea  of  the  final,  141 

Karo,  R.  Joseph,  9 

K'hiUath  Shlomoh,  143 

Kiddushin,  10  « 

Kimchi,  48 

Leaven,  putting  away  of,  41 

Legends,  65—84 

Levi,  family  of,  still  known,  158 

,  privileges  of,  in  the  synagogue,  158 

,  David,  68 

Leviathan,  legend  of,  65,  &c. 
Levites,  scriptural  privileges  of,  157 
Liberty,  religious,  first  taught  by  Jesus  Christj, 
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Magic  allowed  by  Talmud,  85,  86 
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contrary  to  Scripture,  205,  206 
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Medrash  Rabba,  77 

Merit  of  ancestors,  137 
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Mishna,  recognized  in  Jewish  Prayer-book,  2 
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-,  seven  commandments  of,  29 

,  may  transgress  commandments,  30 

•,  murderer  of,  not  to  be  put  to  death, 


Priests,  scriptural  office  of,  157 
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,  sojourning,  13 

,  how  to  be  instructed,  33 

,  baptism  of,  154 
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Purim,  feast  of,  25 
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,  fear  of,  as  the  fear  of  God,  6 

-,  reverence  due  to,  8 

,  whosoever  despises  a,  to  be  excommu- 
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unintentionally  killing  a  Jew,  to 


be  put  to  death,  32 

,  when  received,  35 

how  received,  36 
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,  a  mixed  system  of  good  and  evil,  9 

,  how  much  time  to  be  devoted  to 

the  study  of,  9 
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,  precepts  of,  given  to  Moses,  81 
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the  Rabbi,  5 
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nicated,  3 

,  not  to  forgive  a  public  affront,  123 

,  method  of  creating  a,  166 

Rabbies  not  agreed,  203 
Rabbinic  charity,  57 

. evasion,  56,  56 

.    .  order,  novelty  of,  165 
power  to  excommunicate, 


— ,  Christ  our,  47 

,  four  cups  of,  49 

Pentecost  prayers,  74 
Pesachim,  treatise,  3 
Pharisees,  enemies  of  the  Lord  Jesus,  5 

bad  men,  5 

Physician,  Jewish,  not  to  cure  idolaters,  17 

Pirke,  Eleazar,  69 

Planets,  90 

Polygamy,  allowed,  185 

Poor,  Rabbinic,  oppression  of  the,  50 

,  Rabbinic  religion  not  for  the,  120 
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Power,  Rabbinic,  to  excommunicate,  122 
Prayer-book,     Jewish,      acknowledges     and 

teaches  the  authority  of  the  Talmud,  2 
,  Jewish,  full  of  legends,  65—84 
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born,  198,  199 

Ramban,  72 

Rome  called  Edom,  12 

Rosh  Hashanah,  150 

Saadiah  Gaon,  82 

Sabbath,  unlawful  for  a  Gentile  to  keep  a,  12 

,  laws  of,  53,  58,  59 

,  spirits  cannot  be  cited  on,  71 

,  damned  have  rest  on,  71 

Sabbath-day,  amulets  on,  93 

Sabbath,  laws  concerning,  105,  114 

—  lamp,  reward  for,  116 

,  moving  things  on,  118 

,  merit  of  keeping  the,  113 

jurisdictions,  117 
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law,  2 
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,  great  council  of,  85 
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,  death  to  those  who  rebelled  against, 
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contrary  to  Scripture, 
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the  month  of  Elul,  134,  135 
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_ ,  laws  of,  201 
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law  of  God,  9 

,  unlawful  to  teach,  U 
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Tabernacles,  feast  of,  145 

,  merit  of,  1 45 
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be  taken  as  wives,  3 
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Women,  exempt  from  the  duty  to  study  the 
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Salvation  is  of  the  Jews.  Amongst 
all  the  religious  systems  existing  in  the  world, 
there  are  but  two  deserving  of  attentive  con- 
sideratior,  and  they  are  botli  of  Jewish  origin, 
and  were  once  exclusively  confined  to  the 
Jewish  nation.  They  are  now  known  by  the 
names  of  Judaism  and  Christianity;  but  it 
must  never  be  forgotten  that  the  latter  is  as 
entirely  Jewish  as  the  former.  The  Author 
of  Christianity  was  a  Jew.  The  first  preachers 
of  Christianity  were  Jews.  The  first  Chris- 
tians were  all  Jews ;  so  that,  in  discussing  the 
truth  of  these  respective  systems,  we  are  not 
opposing  a  Gentile  religion  to  a  Jewish  reli- 
gion, but  comparing  on.e  Jewish  creed  with 
another  Jewish  creed.  Neither,  in  defending 
Christianity,  do  we  wish  to  diminish  aught 
from  the  privileges  of  the  Jewish  people,  on 
the  contrary,  we  candidly  acknowledge  that 
we  are  disciples  of  the  Jews,  converts  to 
Jewish  doctrines,  partakers  of  the  Jewish 
hope,  and  advocates  of  that  truth  which  the 
Jews  have  taught  us.  We  are  fully  persuaded 
that  the  Jews  whom  we  follow  were  in  the  right 
— that  they  have  pointed  out  to  us  "  the  old 
paths,"  "  the  good  way,"  and  "  we  have 
found  rest  to  our  souls."  And  we,  therefore, 
conscientiously  believe,  that  those  Jews  who 
follow  the  opposite  system  are  as  wrong  as 
their  forefathers,  who,  when  God  commanded 
them  to  walk  in  the  good  old  way,  replied, 
"  We  will  not  walk  therein."  Some  modern 
Jews  think  that  it  is  impossible  for  a  Jew  to 
be  in  error,  and  that  a  Jew,  because  he  is  a 
Jew,  must  of  necessity  be  in  the  right.  Such 
persons  seem  to  have  forgotten  how  the  ma- 
jority  of  the  people  erred  in  making  the  golden 
calf — how  the  generation  that  came  out  of 
Egypt  died  in  the  wilderness  because  of  their 
unbelief — how  the  nation  at  large  actually 
opposed  and  persecuted  the  truth  of  God  in 
the  days  of  Elijah — how  their  love  of  error 
sent  them  into  the  Babylonish  captivity — and 
how  there  has  been  some  grievous  error  of 
some  kind  or  other,  which  delivered  them  into 
the  hands  of  the  Romans,  and  has  kept  them 
in  a  state  of  dispersion  for  so  many  hundred 
years.  But  the  passage  from  which  our 
motto  is  taken  sets  forth  most  strikingly  the 
possibility  of  fatal  mistake  on  the  part  of  the 


Jewish  nation,  and  also  the  possibility,  in 
such  a  case,  of  God's  turning  to  the  Gentiles. 
"  Thus  saith  the  I^ord,  Stand  ye  in  the  ways, 
and  see,  and  ask  for  the  old  paths,  where  is 
the  good  way,  and  walk  therein,  and  ye  shall 
find  rest  for  your  souls.  But  they  said,  We 
will  not  walk  therein.  Also,  I  set  watchmen 
over  you,  saying,  hearken  to  the  sound  of  the 
trumpet.  But  they  said,  We  will  not  hearken. 
Therefore^  hem'  ye  nations,  W^y^\  vjiyii^  and 
know,  O  congregation,  what  is  among  them. 
Hear,  O  earth  ;  behold,  I  will  bring  evil  upon 
this  people,  even  the  fruit  of  their  thoughts, 
because  they  have  not  hearkened  unto  my 
xvords,  nor  to  my  lata^  hut  rejected  it."" — Jer. 
vi.  IG  — 19.  Who  will  dare  to  deny,  after 
such  a  passage,  the  possibility  of  a  Jew's 
being  in  error  ? 

But  some  may  ask,  what  is  Judaism  ? 
what  is  Christianity  ?  Answer. — Juda- 
ism is  that  religious  system  contained  and 
acknowledged  in  the  prayers  of  the  Jewish 
synagogue,  whether  German  or  Portuguese, 
and  professed  by  all  who  use  them  as  the 
ritual  of  their  worship.  Christianity  ^is  the 
religious  system  taught  in  the  New  Testament; 
or,  in  other  words,  Judaism  is  the  Old  Testa- 
ment explained  according  to  the  traditional 
law,  HD  britu  n-nn.  Christianity  is  the  Old 
Testament  explained  according  to  the  New. 
According  to  this  explanation,  the  Jewish 
Prayer-book  teaches  the  divine  authority  of 
the  oral  law.  Of  this  there  can  be  no  doubt, 
for,  in  the  first  place,  the  whole  ritual  of  the 
synagogue  service,  and  the  existence  and 
arrangement  of  the  synagogue  itself,  is  ac- 
cording to  the  prescription  of  the  oral  law,  as 
may  be  seen  by  comparing  the  Jewish  prayers 
with  the  Hilchoth  T'phillah.  If  it  be  asked 
why  the  Jew  uses  these  prayers,  and  no  other 
— why  he  wears  phylacteries  (['Vdh)  and  the 
veil  (jvrz) — why  he  conforms  to  certain  cere- 
monies at  the  New  year,  and  the  Day  of 
Atonement,  and  the  other  feasts — why  he 
repeats  a  certain  benediction  at  the  reading 
of  the  law — why  he  reads  out  of  a  parch- 
ment roll,  rather  than  out  of  a  printed 
book — why  a  roll  of  the  law  written  in 
one  way  is  lawful,  and  in  another  way  un- 
lawful,    the  only  answer    is,    The  oral   law 


commands  us  thus  to  do.  The  whole  syna- 
gogue worshi)-!,  therefore,  from  the  begin- 
ning  to  the  end  of  the  year,  is  a  practical 
confession  of  the  authority  of  the  oral  law, 
and  every  Jew  who  joins  in  the  synagogue 
worship  docs,  in  so  far,  conform  to  the  pre- 
scriptioiis  of  Rabbinism.  But,  secondly,  the 
Jewish'  Prayer-book  explicitly  acknowledges 
the  authority  of  the  oral  law.  In  the  daily 
prayers,  fol/ll,  is  found  a  long  passage  from 
the  oral  law,  beginning, 

"  which  are  the  places  where  the  offerings 
were  slaughtered,"  &c.  On  fol.  12,  we  find 
the  thirteen  Rabbinical  rules  for  expounding 
the  law,  beginning  n^is*  b^roM:'  'nn,  "  Rabbi 
Ishmael  says,"  &c.  At  the  end  of  the  daily 
prayers  we  find  a  whole  treatise  of  the  oral 
law,  called,  m:i«  V"'-^  "  ^'""^  ethics  of  the 
fathers,"  the  beginning  of  which  treatise 
asserts  the  transmission  of  the  oral  law.  In 
the  morning  service  for  Pentecost,  there  is  a 
most  comprehensive  declaration  of  the  autho- 
rity and  constituent  parts  of  the  oral  law. 
''  He,  the  Omnipotent,  v/hose  reverence  is 
purity,  with  his  nnighty  word  he  instructed 
his  chosen,  and  clearly  explained  the  law, 
with  the  word,  speech,  commandment,  and 
admonition,  in  the  Talmud,  the  Agadah,  the 
Mishna,  and  the  Testament,  with  the  statutes, 
the  commandment,  and  the  complete  cove- 
nant," (SiC,  p.  80.  In  this  prayer,  as  used, 
translated,  and  published  by  the  Jews  them- 
selves, the  divine  authority  of  the  oral  law  is 
explicitly  asserted,  and  the  Talmud,  Agadah, 
and  Mishna,  are  pointed  out  as  the  sources 
where  it  is  to  be  found.  For  these  two  reasons, 
then,  we  conclude  that  the  Judaism  of  the 
Jewish  Prayer-book  is  identical  with  the  Ju- 
daism of  the  oral  law,  and  that  every  Jew  who 
publicly  joins  in  those  prayers  does,  with  his 
lips  at  least,  confess  its  divine  authority. 

Having  explained  what  we  mean  by  Juda- 
ism, we  now  go  on  to  another  preliminary 
topic.  Some  one  may  ask,  what  is  the  use  of 
discussing  these  two  systems  ?  May  they  not 
both  be  safe  ways  of  salvation  for  those  that 
profess  them  ?  To  this  we  must,  according 
to  the  plain  declarations  of  these  systems 
themselves,  reply  in  the  negative.  The  New 
Testament  denounces  the  oral  law  as  sub- 
versive of  the  law  of  God.  "  Then  the  Pha- 
risees and  scribes  asked  him,  Why  walk  not 
thy  disciples  according  to  the  tradition  of  the 
elders,  but  eat  bread  with  unwashen  hands  ? 
He  answered  and  said  unto  them,  Well  hath 
Esaias  prophesied  of  you  hypocrites,  as  it  is 
written.  This  people  honoureth  me  with  their 
lip.s,  but  their  heart  is  far  from  me,  Hnwbeit 
in  vain  do  they  worship  me,  teaching  for 
commandments  the  doctrines  of  men."  (Mark 
vii.  5 — 70  'i'he  oral  law  is  still  more  ex- 
elusive.     It  excludes  from  everlasting  life  all 


who  deny  its  authority,  and  explicitly  informs 
us  that  Christians  are  comp;ehended  in  this 
anathema, — 

x=h^vb  nn«-^m.  nyin  bii:  hi'  'j^:ii^3i  fnnwi 
n-nm  nn^ii^m  i^cinipcxm  c':'Qn  ''Qbiy  '"ly)^■$b^ 

'IDT 
"  These  are  iliey  who  have  no  part  in  tfie 
tvarld  to  come,  but  uho  are  cut  off,  and  ■perish, 
and  are  condemned  on  account  of  the  great- 
ness of  their  wickedness  and  shi^  for  ever, 
even  for  ever  and  ever,  the  heretics  and  the 
Epicureans,  and  the  deniers  of  the  laxv,""  &c. 
Here  is  the  general  statement.  But  to  prevent 
all  mistake,  a  particular  definition  of  each  of 
th  se  classes  is  added,  from  which  we  extract 
the  following  passage  :  — 
Di-o  rmnrr  ]\si\ei  i?D\^n  mini  onciDn  p  hmji*?© 
r^'S■Q  -in«  d«  nn«  nrn  ib^^i^  nn.^  piDD  ^b'tii  'n 
n^cn^Di  naiDH  pi  mini  isid  m  nn  10:^3?  'Do  "iiq^? 
pn!?  p:D  Ti'ryo  ^u^DnDm  nc  Srn\n  nmn  xim 

nn^n  ncrw  'Q  bi>  F]«  it  rmr  nr^a  -inrji  nin« 

:  rmni  idid 
"  There  are  three  classes  of  the  deniers  of 
the  law.  He  tvho  says  that  the  law  is  not 
from  God,  yca^  even  one  verse  or  one  word  : 
or  if  he  says  that  Moses  gave  it  of  his  own 
authority.  Such  an  one  is  a  denier  of  the 
laix>.  Thus,  also,  he  who  denies  its  interpre- 
tations ;  that  is,  the  oral  law,  and  rejects  its 
Agadoth  as  Sadok  and  Baithos  j  and  he  who 
says  that  the  Creator  has  changed  one  com- 
mandment for  another,  and  that  the  law  has 
long  since  lost  its  authority,  although  it  was 
given  by  God,  as  the  Christians  and  Maho- 
metans, each  of  these  three  is  a  denier  of  the 
law.'" — Hilchoth  T'shuvah,  c.  iii.  8. 

In  the  first  extract  we  see  that  those  per- 
sons called  "  deniers  of  the  law,"  are,  ac-' 
cording  to  the  doctrine  of  modern  Judaism, 
shut  out  from  a  hope  of  salvation.  In  the 
second  extract  we  see  that  Christians  are  by 
name  included  in  that  class  :  from  the  two 
together  it  inevitably  follows  that  modern 
Judaism  teaches  that  Christians  cannot  be 
saved.  We  do  not  find  any  fault  with 
modern  Judaism  for  pronouncing  this  sen- 
tence  ;  we  do  not  tax  the  Jews  either  with 
uncharitableness  or  intolerance  because  of  this 
opinion.  On  the  contrary  we  honour  those, 
who  conscientiously  holding  this  opinion,  have 
the  honesty  and  the  courage  to  declare  it.  If 
they  consider  us  as  deniers  of  the  law,  they 
must,  of  course,  believe  that  our  state  is  far 
from  safe  ;  and  if  this  be  their  conviction,  the 
best  proof  which  they  can  give  of  true  charity, 
is  to  warn  us  of  our  daiiger.  But,  at  the 
same  time,  when  a  religious  system  condemns 
us  by  name,  and  pronounces  sentence  con- 
cerning our  eternal  state  in  so  decided  a  tone, 
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and  that  simply  because  we  dissent  froin  some 
of  its  tenets,  we  not  only  think  that  we  have  a 
right  to  defend  ourselves  and  our  religion, 
but  consider  it  our  bounden  duty  to  examine 
the  grounds  on  which  a  system  of  such  pre- 
tension rests,  and  honestly,  though  quietly, 
to  avow  our  reasons  for  rejecting  it.  We 
know,  indeed,  that  there  are  some  Rabbinical 
Jews,  who  think  this  sentence  harsh,  and  con- 
sider themselves  justified  in  denying  it,  be- 
cause there  is  another  sentence  in  this  same 
oral  law,  which  says,  "  that  the  pious  amongst 
the  nations  of  the  world  have  a  part  in  the 
world  to  come."  But  can  they  prove,  by  any 
citation  from  the  oral  law,  that  Christians  are 
included  "  amongst  the  pious  of  the  nations 
of  the  world?"  If  they  can,  then  they  will 
prove  that  in  one  place  the  oral  law  denies, 
and  in  another  place  affirms  the  salvability  of 
Christians;  that  is,  they  will  prove  that  the 
oral  law  contains  palpable  contradictions,  and 
therefore  cannot  be  from  God.  If  they  can- 
not produce  any  such  citation,  then  the  gene- 
ral dtclaration  that  "  the  p'ious  of  the  nations 
of  the  world  "  may  be  saved,  is  nothing  ^o  the 
purpose;  for  the  same  law  wliich  makes  this 
general  declaration,  does  also  esplicilly  lay 
down  the  particular  exception  in  the  case  of 
Christians,  and  that  after  it  has  made  the 
general  declaration.  In  fact,  the  exception 
follows  close  on  the  heels  of  the  general  rule. 
The  general  rule  is, 

"  All  Israel  has  a  share  in  the  world  to 

come and  also  the  pious  of  the  nations 

of  the  world  have  a  share  in  the  world  to 
come.''^  The  words  which  immediately  follow 
this  declaration  contain  the  exception, — 

'^y\  p'jn  cnb  ^""x©  p  ib«i 

•'  Bid  these  are  they  which  have  no  part  in 
the  world  to  covie^^''  &c.  This  exception  is, 
therefore,  plainly  made  in  order  to  guard 
against  any  false  inference  from  the  general 
statement,  and,  therefore,  according  to  the 
oral  law,  Christians  cannot  be  saved.  V/e 
proceed,  therefore,  to  inquire  into  the  merits 
of  this  system,  which  makes  so  decided  a 
statement  respecting  our  eternal  state.  We 
have  a  standard  of  coinparison  to  which  no 
itv{  will  object,  even  that  Holy  Book,  which 
contains  the  writings  of  Moses  and  the  pro- 
phets. We  reject  the  oral  law,  not  because 
it  seems  in  itself  bad  or  good  to  our  judgmetit, 
but  because  it  is  repugnant  to  the  plain  words 
of  the  Old  Testament.  There  is  not  space  to 
enter  at  large  into  the  proof  at  present,  but 
we  subjoin  one  passage,  which  is  in  itself 
amply  sufficient  to  disprove  the  divine  autho- 
rity of  any  religious  system  where  it  occurs. 
In  the  Talmud,  in  the  Treatise  Pesachim, 
fol.  49.  cal.  2,  we  read  as  follows  :  — 


av3  Tim:?  inv3  pt*n  or-  m"b«  ^ii  t2« 
nn  in^Qbn  -h  Tir)«  ni^Di  nvnb  hxv:^  D'-'iizon 

Rabb*  Eleazar  says,  "  It  is  lawful  to  split 
open  the  nostrils  of  an  amhaaretz  (an  un- 
learned man)  on  the  Day  of  Atonement  which 
falls  on  the  Sabbath.  II is  disciples  said  to 
him.  Rabbi,  say  rather  that  it  is  lawful  to 
slaughter  him.  He  replied.  That  would  re- 
quire a  benediction,  but  here  no  benediction  is 
needful."  It  is  hardly  needful  to  remind  the 
reader  that  the  law  of  Moses  says,  ni^in  ^b, 
"  Thou  shalt  not  kill."  But  there  is  in  this 
passage  a  sneering  contempt  for  the  un- 
learned, which  is  utterly  at  variance  with  the 
character  of  Him  "  whose  mercies  are  over 
all  his  works,"  the  unlearned  and  the  poor,  as 
well  as  the  mighty  and  the  learned. 

Indeed  the  passage  is  so  monstrous,  that 
one  is  almost  inclined  to  think  that  it  must 
have  crept  into  the  Talmud  by  mistake;  or, 
at  the  least,  to  expect  that  it  would  be  fol- 
lowed by  reprehension  the  most  explicit  and 
severe.  But  no,  a  little  lower  down  another 
of  these  "  wise  men  "  says, 

"  It  is  lawful  to  rend  an  amhaaretz  like  a 
fish  ;"  and,  a  little  above,  an  Israelite  is  for- 
biddet)  to  marry  the  daughter  of  such  a  per- 
son, for  that  she  is  no  better  than  a  beast. 
But  the  whole  of  the  preceding  passage  is  so 
characteristic  of  the  spirit  of  Ilabbinism,  that 
it  is  worth  inserting — 

'IDT  p3-i  "i^n 
"  Our  Rabbles  have  taught.  Let  a  man 
sell  all  that  he  has,  and  marry  the  daughter  of 
a  learned  man.  If  he  cannot  find  the  daugliter 
of  a  learned  man,  let  him  take  the  daughter  of 
the  great  men  of  the  time.  If  he  cannot  find 
the  daughter  of  a  great  man  of  the  time,  let 
him  marry  the  daughter  of  the  head  of  a  con- 
gregation. If  he  cannot  find  the  daughter  of 
the  head  of  a  congregation,  let  him  marry  the 
daughter  of  an  almoner.  If  he  cannot  find 
the  daughter  of  an  almoner,  let  him  marry  the 
daughter  of  a  schoolmaster.  But  let  him  not 
marry  the  daughter  of  the  unlearned,  for  they 
are  an  abomination,  and  their  wives  are 
vermin  ;  and  of  their  daughters  it  is  said, 
'  cursed  is  he  that  lieth  with  any  beast.'  " 
Here,  again,  one  is  inclined  to  suppose  that 
there  is  a  mistake,  or  that  these  words  were 
spoken  in  jest,  though  such  a  jest  would  be 
intolerably  profane ;  but  all  ground  for  such 
supposition  is  removed  on  finding  this  passage 
transcribed  into  the  digest  of  Jewish  law, 
called  the  Shulchan  Aruch,  part  2;  in  the 
Hilchoth  P'riah  ur'viah,  by  which  transcrip- 
tion it  is  stamped  with  all  the  authority  of  a 
law.  Here,  then,  the  reader  is  led  to  think, 
that  an  amhaaretz  must  mean  something  more 
A  2 


and  worse  than  an  unlearned  man — that  it 
ought,  perhaps,  to  be  taken  in  its  literal  sig- 
nification,  "  people  of  the  land,"  and  that  it 
may  refer  to  the  idolatrous  and  wicked  Ca- 
naanites.  But  the  common  usage  of  the 
Talmud  forbids  a  supposition.  There  is  a 
well-known  sentence  which  shows  that  even  a 
High  Priest  might  be  an  amhaaretz, 

"  A  learned  man,  though  illegitimate,  goes 
before  a  High  Priest,  who  is  an  amhaaretz." 
Here  the  amhaaretz  is  plainly  opposed  to  him 
that  is  learned.  And  so,  on  the  page  of  the 
Talmud  from  which  we  have  quoted  above, 
we  find  the  following  words  : — 

biDx"?  nmn  rmni  pDirn  b3  r|i2>m  nnrrin  min 
bi3«b  "nD«  n-nnn  pDis?  i2^«ir  bi^i  f]"ii-i  nom  nu?! 
!  r|iri  'nnn  tci 
"  An  amhaaretz  is  forbidden  to  eat  the  flesh 
of  a  beast,  for  it  is  said,  '  This  is  the  law  of 
the  beast  and  the  fowl.'  (Levit.  xi.  46.) 
Every  one  that  laboureth  in  the  lav/,  it  is 
lawful  for  him  to  eat  the  fiesh  of  the  beast  and 
the  fowl.  But  for  him  who  does  not  labour 
in  the  .aw,  it  is  forbidden  to  eat  the  flesh  of 
the  beast  and  the  fowl."  According  to  this 
passage  an  amhaaretz  is  one  who  does  not 
labour  in  the  study  of  the  law  ;  and  it  being 
found  on  the  very  same  page  with  the  above 
most  revolting  declarations,  it  plainly  shows 
the  proud  and  haughty  spirit  of  the  authors 
of  the  Talmud,  and  their  utter  contempt  for 
the  poor,  whose  circumstances  preclude  them 
from  the  advantages  of  study.  But,  in  read- 
ing such  passages,  the  question  naturally 
suggests  itself,  to  which  of  the  two  classes 
does  the  poor  Jewish  population  of  London 


belong  ?  There  must  be  at  the  least  hundreds, 
if  not  thousands  of  poor  Jews  in  this  great  city 
who  cannot  possibly  devote  themselves  to 
study.  Amongst  whom,  then,  are  they  to  be 
classed  ?  Amongst  the  learned  D'ODn  n^obn  ? 
or  amongst  the  unlearned  yixn  'ni?  ?  Are 
they,  their  wives,  and  daughters,  as  the  Tal- 
mud says,  to  be  called  an  abomination,  ver- 
min, and  compared  to  the  beasts  ?  Or  can  a 
religion  inculcating  such  sentiments  proceed 
from  that  Holy  One  who  is  no  respecter  of 
persons  ?  See  here,  ye  children  of  Abraham, 
whom  the  providence  of  God  has  placed 
amongst  the  children  of  poverty,  and  cut  off 
from  the  advantages  of  a  learned  education. 
You  are  not  disciples  of  the  wise,  nor  the 
great  men  of  the  time,  nor  heads  of  syna- 
gogues, nor  almoners,  nor  even  schoolmasters. 
You  are  quite  shut  out  from  these  classes  whom 
your  Talmudical  doctors  favour  so  highly. 
See,  then,  in  the  above  passages,  what  the 
Talmud  says  of  yourselves,  your  wives,  and 
daughters  ?  Can  you  believe  that  is  the  law 
of  the  God  of  Israel  ?  Can  you  think  for 
one  moment,  that  these  doctors  knew  "  the 
old  paths,"  "  the  good  way?"  If  you  do 
we  must  assure  you  that  we  cannot.  We 
rather  find  it  in  that  book,  which  says, 
"  Blessed  is  the  man  that  considereth  the 
poor  and  needy."  (Psalm  xli.  1.)  And  in 
that  other  book,  which  speaks  in  the  same 
spirit,  and  says  that  "  God  hath  chosen  the 
foolish  things  of  this  world  to  confound  the 
wise ;  and  the  weak  things  of  this  world  to 
confound  the  things  which  are  mighty,  and 
base  things  of  the  world,  and  things  v/hich  are 
not,  to  bring  to  nought  things  that  are  ;  that 
no  flesh  should  glory  in  his  presence."  (1  Cor. 
i.  27,  28. 
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It  appears  from  the  undisguised  acknow- 
ledgments of  the  New  Testament,  that  the 
doctors  and  rabbiesof  the  Jews,  the  Pharisees 
and  Scribes,  were  the  implacable  enemies  of 
Jesus  of  Nazareth,  and  that  they  were  the 
main  instruments  in  effecting  his  death.  The 
modern  Jews  consider  this  fact  as  a  sufficient 
apology  for  their  rejection  of  his  claims  to  the 
Messiahship.  They  take  it  for  granted  that 
the  great  and  learned  men  of  that  day  were 
also  good  men,  and  that  they  had  valid 
reasons  for  their  conduct.  They  think  if 
Jesus  of  Nazareth  had  been  the  true  IMes- 
siah,  that  the  Sanhedrin,  the  great  Jewish 
council  of  the  time,  would  have  acknowledged 
him,  and  conclude  that,  as  they  rejected  him, 
he  cannot  be  the  true  3Iessiah.  The  New 
Testament,  on  the  contrary,  accounts  for  their 
unbelief  by  plainly  telling  us,  that  they  were 
bad  men  ;  and  that  they  were  enemies  to  the 
Lord  Jesus,  because  he  told  them  the  truth, 
and  exposed  their  hypocrisy.  Now,  which  of 
these  two  representations  accords  with  the 
truth  ?  Were  the  Scribes  and  Pharisees, 
those  great  advocates  of  the  07-al  late/,  min 
no  br-iu?,  good  men  or  bad  men  ?  The  readers 
of  our  first  number  will  be  in  some  degree 
qualified  to  answer  this  question.  Could 
those  be  good  men  who  profanely  talked  of 
the  lawfulness  of  killing  an  unlearned  man, 
and  who  contemptuously  compared  the  wives 
and  daughters  of  the  unlearned  to  "  vermin 
and  beasts  ?"  If  they  could  talk  with  levity 
of  "  rending  like  a  fish  "  an  unlearned  man, 
fne  of  their  own  brethren  who  had  never  done 
them  any  harm,  what  were  they  likely  to  do 
with  one  who  exposed  their  wickedness,  and 
boldly  told  them  that  they  by  their  traditions 
made  void  the  law  of  God  ?  The  very  fact, 
that  Jesus  of  Nazareth  was  put  to  death  by 
such  men,  is  presumptive  evidence,  that  he  was 
a  good  man,  and  that  his  claims  were  just. 
But,  however  that  be,  it  is  worth  while  to  in- 
quire into  the  charges  which  the  New  Testa- 
ment brings  against  these  learned  men,  and  to 
see  whether  they  are  substantiated  by  the 
memorials  of  their  character  and  spirit,  which 
they  themselves  have  left  us  in  their  laws. 
One  of  the  charges  preferred  against  them  is, 
that  they  were  ambitious  men,  covetous  of 
worldly  honour,  and  loving  the  pre-eminence. 
"  But  all  their  works  they  do  to  be  seen  of 
men  ;  they  make  broad  their  phylacteries,  and 
enlarge  the  borders  of  their  garments.     And 


love  the  uppermost  rooms  at  feasts,  and  the 
chief  seats  in  the  synagogues,  and  greetings  in 
the  markets,  and  to  be  called  of  men.  Rabbi, 
Rabbi."  (3Iatt.  xxiii.  5— 7-)  Now,  is  this 
charge  true  ?  Does  the  oral  law  justify  this 
assertion,  or  does  it  prove,  on  the  contrary, 
that  the  enemies  of  Jesus  were  humble,  pious 
men,  whose  piety  serves  as  a  warrant  for  the 
uprightness  of  their  conduct  in  their  treatment 
of  the  Lord  Jesus  ?  Let  the  reader  judge 
from  the  following  laws  which  these  men 
framed  with  respect  to  themselves.  In  the 
first  place  they  claim  for  themselves  more 
honour  and  reverence  than  is  due  to  a  man's 
own  parents— 

«in  ID  inh^Tn  V2«  niiDi  mi^o  m^M;  Diaa 
'1D1  v2«o  "in^  inxTii  12-1  -ni3i  I'^n 
*'  As  a  man  is  commanded  to  honour  and 
fear  his  father,  so  he  is  bound  to  honour  and 
fear  his  Rabbi  more  than  his  father ;  for  his 
father  has  been  the  means  of  bringing  him 
into  the  life  of  this  world,  but  his  Rabbi,  who 
teaches  him  wisdom,  brings  him  to  the  life  of 
the  world  to  come."  (Hilchoth  Talmud 
Torah,  c.  5.)  This  general  rule  is  bad 
enough,  but  the  particulars  are  still  worse. 
"  If  a  man  should  see  something  that  his 
father  has  lost,  and  something  that  his  Rabbi 
has  lost,  he  is  first  to  return  what  his  Rabbi 
has  lost,  and  then  to  return  that  which  be- 
longs to  his  father.  If  his  father  and  his 
Rabbi  be  oppressed  with  a  load,  he  is  first  to 
help  down  that  of  his  Rabbi,  and  then  that  of 
his  father.  If  his  father  and  his  Rabbi  be  in 
captivity,  he  is  first  to  ransom  his  Rabbi  and 
afterwards  his  father ;  unless  his  father  be  the 
disciple  of  a  wise  man  ( i.  e.  learned),  in  which 
case  he  may  ransom  his  father  first."  How 
fearful  is  this  doctrine.  A  man  is  to  see  his 
father,  the  author  of  his  existence,  the  guar- 
dian of  his  infancy,  who  has  laboured  for  his 
support,  and  watched  over  him  in  the  hour  of 
sickness,  he  is  to  see  this  friend,  to  whom, 
under  God,  he  owes  everything,  pining  away 
in  the  bitterness  of  captivity,  and  yet,  when 
he  has  got  the  means  of  restoring  him  to 
liberty  and  his  family,  he  is  to  leave  him  still 
in  all  his  misery,  and  ransom  the  Rabbi ; 
where  is  this  written  in  the  Old  Testament  ? 
"  Honour  thy  father  and  thy  mother,"  is 
there  the  first  commandment  that  follows  after 
our  duty  to  God,  and  the  first  movement  of 
natural  affection.    But  this  Rabbinical  doc- 


trine  silences  the  voice  of  nature,   anil  makes 
void  the  law  of  God.     Whst  is  the  doctrine 
of  the  New  Testament  hore?      "  If  any  pro- 
vide not  for  his  own,  and  specially  f(»r  those 
of  his  own  household,  he  hath  denitd  the  faiih 
and  is  worse  than  an  inlidel  "    (I  Tim.  v.  8.) 
The  disciples  of  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ  never 
claimed  for  themselves  any  honour  like  this. 
In  the  passage  just  cited,  they  plainly  declare 
that  the  first,  in  the  circle  of  duties  to  men,  is 
the  duty  to  our  own  flesh  and  blood.     And 
the  only  case   in  which   the  New   Testament 
permits   a   deviation   from   this  rule,   is   that 
•where  the  same  exception   is  made  in  the  law 
of  Moses,  when  love  to  parents  v/ould  interfere 
with  love  to  God.     "  If  any   man   come    to 
me  and  hate  not  his  father  and  mother,  and 
wife  and  children,  and  brethren  and  sisters, 
yea,   and  Ids  oxen  life  also,  he  cannot  be  my 
disciple."    (Luke  xiv.  2G,)     Here  father  and 
mother,  and  kindred,  are  put  in  one  category 
with  a  man's  own  life,  in  order  to  show  that 
there  is  but  one  case  in  which  the  natural  tics 
of  blood  may  be  overlooked,  and  this  is  when 
the  service  of  God  requires  it.     As  it  is  also 
written  in  the  lav/  of^foses,  "  If  thy  brother, 
the   son   of   thy  mother,  or  thy  son,   or   thy 
daughter,  or  the  wife  of   thy  bosom,  or  thy 
friend  who  is  as  thine  own  soul,  entice  thee 
secretly,  saying,  Let   us  go  and  serve   other 
gods,  wliich  thou  hast  not  known,  thou  nor 
thy  fathers Thou  shalt  not  con- 
sent   unto    him,     nor     hearken     unto    him, 
neither  shall  thine  eye  pity  him,"  &c.    (Deut. 
xiii.  G— 9.)     And  thus  the  tribs  of  Levi  is 
praised,  because   "He    said    unto  his  father 
and    his    mother,    I  l>ave    not   known    him ; 
neither  did  he  acknowledge  his  brethren,  nor 
know  his  own  children."    (Deut.  xxxiii.  9.) 
I3ut  this  Talmiidical  law  is  widely  different. 
It  has  no  savitig  clause  to  show  that  the  case 
specified  is  an  exception  to  the  general  rule. 
It  does  not  pretend  to  suppose  that  the  father 
is  a  bad  man,  or  an  idolater,  or  an  apostate. 
It   specifies  but  one  exception,  and  that  is, 
where   the  father  is   ''  the  disciple  of  a  wise 
man  ;"  otherwise,   though  he  be  a  good  man 
and  a  pious  man,  a  loving  and  tender  parent, 
still  he  is  to  be  disregarded  by  his  own  son, 
and   the  Rabbi  pieferred  before  him.     Is  it 
possible  to  doubt  that  the  mtn  wlio  conceived, 
sanctioned,  and   promulgated  a  law  like  this, 
had  an  eye  to  their  own  personal  honour  and 
interest  ?     Is    it   ivasonable  to  suppose  that 
men  who  would  sacrifice  their  own  father  to 
the   honour  of  their  Kabbi,   would    be  very 
tender  about  tiie  life  oi  ouz  who  appeared,  like 
Jesus  of  Nazareth,  as  an  opposcr  of  their  pre- 
tensions ?    Or  can  the  Jews,  with  the  law  and 
the  prophets  in  their  hands,  suppose  that  these 
men  pointed  to  "  the  old  paths,"  "  the  good 
way  ?"     Thi j  is  certainly  not  the  doctrine  of 
Moses.     He  says — 

:  px  D^n  "jD  noxi  tont  vnx  nbpo  iiii^ 


'•  Cursed  be  he  that  setteth  light  by  his 
father  or  his  mother,  and  all  the  people  shall 
say.  Amen,"  (Deut.  xxvii.  IG.) 

But  these  men  did  not  stop  here.  They 
were  not  content  with  being  exalted  above 
father  and  mother.  They  did  not  scruple  to 
assert,  that  their  honour  was  as  sacred  as  that 
of  God  himself. 

"  Thou  must  consider  no  honour  greater 
than  the  honour  of  the  Rabbi,  and  no  fear 
greater  than  the  feur  of  the  Rabbi,  The  w  ise 
men  have  said,  The  fear  of  thy  Rabbi  is  as  the 
fear  of  God." 

They  endeavour  to  prove  the  validity  of 
these  extravagant  claims  by  such  passages  as 
Exod.  xvi.  8,  ''  Your  murmuring^  are  not 
against  us,  but  against  the  Lord,"  But  thry 
have  taken  for  granted  what  they  can  never 
prove,  and  that  is,  that  every  Rabbi  is  invested, 
with  the  same  oflice  and  authority  as  Moses. 
But  where,  in  all  the  law  of  i\Ioses,  is  there 
any  warrant  for  such  an  assumption  ?  Mo.-.es 
could  v;ith  all  propriety  say,  '•  Your  mur- 
murings  are  not  against  us,  but  against  the 
Lord,"  for  he  held  a  special  commission  from 
God,  and  had  proved  to  the  people  the  reality 
of  his  comiTiission  by  a  series  of  miracle?. 
But  thiis  the  Rabbies  never  pretended  to  do. 
In  this  dearth  of  evidence  the  advocates  of 
tradition  flee  for  refuge  to  Deut.  xvii.  8,  &c. 
"  If  there  arise  a  matter  too  hard  for  thee  in 
judgment,  between  blood  and  blood,  between 
plea  and  plea,  and  between  stroke  and  stroke, 
being  matters  of  controversy  within  thy  gates; 
then  shalt  thou  arise,  and  get  thee  up  into  the 
place  which  the  Lord  thy  God  shall  choose  ; 
and  thou  shalt  come  unto  the  priests,  the 
Levites,  and  unto  the  judge  that  shall  be  in 
those  days,  and  inquire,  and  they  shall  show 
thee  the  sentence  of  judgment.  And  thou 
shalt  do  according  to  the  sentence,  which  tliey 
of  that  place  which  the  Lord  shall  choose  shall 
shew  thee;  and  thou  shale  observe  to  do  ac- 
cording to  all  that  they  inform  thee  ;  according 
to  fclte  sentence  of  the  law  which  they  shall' 
teach  thee,  and  according  to  the  judgment 
which  they  shall  tell  thee,  thou  shalt  do ; 
thou  shalt  not  decline  from  the  sentence  which 
they  shall  show  tlue  to  the  right  hand  nor  to 
the  left."  Here,  say  the  tradiiionists,  is  a 
plain  and  unequivocal  command.  No  doubt, 
God  here  plainly  declares  what  is  to  be  done 
in  a  difficult  case.  He  commands  the  Israelites 
to  go  to  ihe  place  which  the  liord  God  chose, 
that  is,  to  the  place  where  was  found  the  ark 
of  the  covenant ;  and  to  inquire,  not  of  the 
Rabbies,  but  of  the  priests,  the  Levites,  and 
the  judge  TCDVC^n.  But  this  passage,  instead 
of  proving  that  "  the  fear  of  the  Rabbi  i^  as 
the  fear  of  (iod,"  proves  the  contrary.  It 
supposes  first,  that  the  Rabbies  and  learned 


mm  may  differ  in  judgment,  that  there  may 
fee  a  controversy,  and  consequently  that  one 
party  may  be  in  the  wrong.  It,  therefore, 
effectually  overthrows  Rabbinical  infallibility. 
It  shows  that  these  learned  men  are,  after  all, 
only  poor  fallible  creatures  like  ourselves,  and 
that,  therefore,  we  are  not  to  fear  them  as  we 
would  fear  God,  nor  reverence  their  dictates, 
as  the  Word  of  God.  It  shows  secondly,  that 
in  a  case  of  difficulty,  the  Israelites  were  not 
to  appeal  to  the  Rabbies,  but  to  the  priests 
D^:nD,  and  to  the  judge  rcitJ,  and  even  to 
them  only  in  the  place  which  the  Lord  should 
choose.  There  is  not  one  word  said  about 
the  Rabbies  or  the  wise  men,  and,  therefore, 
tills  passage  complettly  annihilates  all  their 
lofty  pretensions.  For  centuries  the  place 
which  the  Lord  chose  has  been  desolate,  and 
there  has  been  no  priest  standing  to  miiiister 
before  the  Lord.  The  Jews  have  thus  lost 
all  possibility  of  appeal.  They  have  neither 
ministering  priest  nor  judge,  and  the  Mosaic 
law  nowheie  recognises  the  pretensions  of  the 
Rabbies.  But  some  Jew  may  say,  that  though 
this  passage  does  not  prove  the  autliority  of 
the  Rabbies,  it  does  at  least  warrant  the 
Jews  in  persisting  to  reject  the  claims  of 
the  Lord  Jesus,  for  that  he  was  con- 
demned by  the  priests,  and  in  Jerusalem, 
the  place  which  the  Lor(l  chose.  We  confess 
that  this  objection  is  plausible;  but  can  easily 
prove  that  it  is  nothing  more.  In  order  to 
this,  we  ask  the  Jews,  whether  the  above 
cominand  to  abide  by  the  sentence  of  the 
priests  is  in  everjj  case,  and  without  any  ex- 
ception,  binding  ?  To  this  question  there  arj 
two  answers  possible — Yes  and  No.  If  they 
say  No,  then  they  admit  that  the  prie>>ts  might 
sometimes  be  in  the  wrong,  and  we  would,  of 
course,  take  advantage  of  this  admission  to 
show  that  they  erred  in  their  judgment  on 
Jesus  of  Nazareth.  They  will  then,  most 
probably,  say.  Yes  ;  the  sentence  of  the 
priests,  the  Levites,  and  the  judges  is  in  every 
case  binding,  and  Israel  is  commanded  not  to 
deviate  from  it,  either  to  the  right  hand  or  to 
the  left,  upon  pain  of  capital  punishment. 
We  beg  of  them  then  to  turn  to  the  2Gth 
chapter  of  the  Prophet  Jeremiah,  and  to  con- 
sider the  case  there  set  before  them.  We 
there  find  that  Jeremiah  had  delivered  a  mes- 
sage from  God,  very  similar  to  our  Lord's  pre- 
diction of  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem.  "  I 
will  make  this  house  like  Shiloh,  and  will 
make  this  city  a  curse  to  ull  the  nations  of  the 
earth."  We  find,  further,  that  for  this  mes- 
sage the  priests  condemned  Jeremiah  to  death, 
just  as  their  successors  condemned  Jesus  of 
Nazareth.  '■'  Now  it  came  to  pass,  when  Je- 
remiah had  m^ade  an  end  of  speaking  all  that 
the  Lord  had  commanded  him  to  speak  unto 
all  the  people,  tliat  the  priests,  and  the  pro- 
phets, and  all  the  people  took  him,  saying. 
Thou  shalt  surely  die."  ^Ye  find,  further,  that 
this  sentence  was  pronounced  "  in  the  place 


which  the  Lord  had  chosen,"  in  the  temple 
itself.  "  And  all  the  ])eople  were  gathered 
against  Jeremiah  in  the  house  of  the  Lord.'' 
We  find,  further,  that  the  sentence  against 
Jeremiah  was  no  rash  sudden  act,  but  the  de- 
liberate judgment  of  the  priests.  For  when  the 
princes  of  Judah  came  afterwards  to  inquire 
into  the  matter,  '•'  Then  spake  tJic  priests 
and  the  prophets  unto  the  princes  and  to  all 
the  people,  saying.  This  mem  is  worthy  to  die, 
for  he  hath  prophesied  against  this  city,  as  ye 
have  heard  with  your  ears."  Now,  then,  v/e 
ask  again,  whether  the  people  of  Israel  was 
in  duty  bound  to  abide  by  this  sentence,  and 
not  to  decline  from  it,  either  to  the  right 
hand  or  to  the  left?  We  fearlessly  reply, 
that  they  were  not  bound  by  this  sentence, 
and  that,  if  they  had  executed  it,  they  would 
have  been  guilty  of  murder,  as  Jeremiah 
himself  declares :  "•  But  know  ye  for  certain, 
that  if  ye  put  me  to  death,  ye  shall  surely 
bring  innocent  blood  upon  yourselves,  and 
upon  tliis  city,  and  upon  the  inhabitants 
thereof:  for  of  a  truth  the  Lord  hath  sent 
me  unto  you  to  speak  all  these  words  in 
your  ears."  We  infer,  therefore,  that  it  was 
possible  for  the  priests,  assembkd  in  solemn 
deliberaiion  in  the  house  of  the  Lord,  to  err  in 
jtidgment,  and  to  pronounce  an  unrighteous 
sentence.  We  infer,  further,  that  it  was  pos- 
sible  for  the  priests  so  far  to  err,  as  to 
condemn  to  death  a  true  prophet  of  the  Lord. 
We  infer,  further,  that  in  such  a  case  the 
people  was  not  bound  by  this  mistaken  judg- 
ment ;  but  that  it  was  their  duty  to  decline 
from  it,  both  to  the  right  hand  and  to  the 
left.  We  infer,  lastly,  that  as  the  priests 
might  mistake,  and  unjustly  condemn  to 
death  a  true  prophet,  their  sentence  against 
Jesus  of  Nazareth  forms  no  more  argu- 
ment against  the  IMessiahship  of  Jesus, 
than  the  similar  sentence  just  considered  did 
against  the  true  prophetic  character  of 
Jeremiah  ;  and  that  it  affords  just  as  little 
warrant  for  Jewish  unbelief  as  the  former 
sentence  did  for  putting  Jeremiah  to  death. 

But  it  may  be  asked,  if  the  judgment  of 
the  priests  was  not  infallible,  and  if  men 
were  sometimes  justifiable  in  refusing  it,  v/hat 
use  was  there  in  the  above  commandment  to 
apply  to  them  in  cases  of  difficulty,  and  to 
abide  by  their  sentence  ?  The  answer  to  this 
is  very  simple.  I'he  priest  that  stood  to  mi- 
nister before  the  liOrd  had  it  in  his  power,  be- 
fore the  destruction  of  the  first  Temple,  to 
inquire  of  the  Lord,  and  to  receive  a  mira- 
culous answer  from  God  himself,  which  an- 
swer was,  of  course,  infallible,  and  uni- 
versally obligatory,  without  the  possibility  of 
exception.  We  find  in  the  Old  Testament 
many  instances  in  which  the  Israelites  availed 
themselves  of  this  power,  as  in  Jud^^es  xx. 
27.  ''  And  the  children  of  Israel  ir.quired 
;  of  the  Lord  (for  the  ark  of  the  covenant  of 
God  was  there  in  those  days  :  and  Phinehas 
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the  son  of  Eleazar,  the  son  of  Aaron,  stood 
before  it  in  those  days),  Saying,  shall  I  yet 
again  go  out  to  battle  against  the  children  of 
Benjamin  my  brother,  or  shall  I  cease?  And 
the  Lord  said,  Go  up ;  for  to-morrow  I  will 
deliver  them  into  thine  hand."  And  in  the 
history  of  David's  life,  there  are  several  in- 
stances of  his  employment  of  this  miraculous 
power,  as  1  Sam,  xxiii.  4,  "  Then  David  in- 
quired of  the  Lord  yet  again.  And  the  Lord 
answered  him  and  said.  Arise,  go  down  to 
Keilah  ;  for  I  will  deliver  the  Philistines  into 
thine  hand."  In  all  such  cases  where  the 
priest  first  inquired  of  the  Lord,  his  sentence 
was,  of  course,  infallible,  and  the  Israelites  were 
bound  to  abide  by  it.  But  where  they  did 
not  inquire  of  the  Lord,  their  sentence  was 
only  that  of  fallible  men,  and,  therefore,  not 
binding  upon  the  consciences  of  the  people. 
Of  this  sort  was  their  sentence  upon  Jeremiah. 
Being  wicked  men,  they  did  not  choose  to 
ask  counsel  of  the  Lord,  but  pronounced 
sentence  according  to  the  devices  of  their 
own  hearts.  In  the  case  of  the  Lord 
Jesus  Christ  the  priests  could  not  ask 
counsel  of  the  Lord,  for  in  the  second  tem- 
ple the  Urim  and  Thummim,  and  the  ark  of 
the  covenant  were  wanting ;  the  miraculous 
power,  therefore,  did  not  exist,  and  for  this 
very  reason  the  sentence  of  the  priests,  during 
the  whole  period  of  the  second  Temple,  was 
only  fallible,  like  that  of  other  men,  and, 
therefore,  not  binding,  and  consequently  of 
no  force  as  an  argument  against  the  Messiah- 
ship  of  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ.  The  above 
passage,  therefore,  from  the  xviith  of  Deut., 
is  of  no  use  to  the  Rabbinical  Jews,  it  does 
not  prove  the  infallibility  of  the  priests  in  the 
second  Temple,  and  is  still  less  applicable  for 
sanctioning  the  traditions  of  the  oral  law, 
and  the  extravagant  claims  of  the  Rabbles. 
Having  given  this  passage  the  consideration 
it  deserves,  we  now  return  to  the  laws  which 
the  Rabbies  have  made  in  favour  of  them- 
selves, and  for  their  own  honour.  We 
consider  that  the  two  passages  of  the  oral 
law  already  quoted,  prove  that  the  New  Test- 
ament gives  a  fair  delineation  of  their  charac- 
ter.  When  men,  without  any  warrant  from 
God's  Word,  claim  for  themselves  the  same 
degree  of  reverence  which  is  due  to  God,  it 
must  be  admitted  that  they  are  vainglorious 
and  wicked  in  no  ordinary  degree.  But  it  is 
possible  to  descend  to  particulars: — For  in- 
stance, our  Lord  says,  that  these  men  "  loved 
greetings  in  the  market  places,  and  to  be 
called  of  men.  Rabbi,  Rabbi."  Now  one 
of  the  laws  still  extant,  forbids  a  man,  when 
speaking  of  his  Rabbi,  to  call  him  by  name. 
^5bu)  ib>Di<T  "ra-in^  ^z•\b  mnpb  i'7±rh  iV  -nci^ 

VDDn 
"It  is  forbidden  to  a  disciple  to  call  his 
Rabbi  by  name,  even  when  he  is  not  in  his 
presence."     Another   law,    still   extant,  pre- 


scribes the  formula  of  greeting  or  salutation. 

•  T\  -j^i--  QiVij  -\^2'2^  r^irv^ 
"  Neither  is  he  to  salute  his  Rabbi,  nor  to 
return  his  salutatiori  in  the  same  manner  that 
salutations  are  given  or  returned  amongst 
friends.  On  the  contrary,  ?ic  is  to  boxv  down 
before  the  Rabbi,  and  to  say  to  him^  "with 
reverence  and  honour.  Peace  be  unto  thee, 
Rabbi.''^  The  Rabbinical  Jews,  who  see  this, 
must  not  mistake  us.  We  do  not  consider  it 
in  anywise  sinful,  but  decorous,  to  treat  a 
Rabbi  with  all  due  respect.  We  should  feel 
no  objection  ourselves  to  make  a  bow  to  a 
Rabbi,  and  to  salute  him  in  the  prescribed 
formula.  But  we  cite  these  laws  to  show 
that  the  New  Testament  gives  a  fair  repre- 
sentation of  the  Pharisees:  for  men,  who 
could  gravely  sit  down  and  enter  into  all  these 
details  of  the  mode  in  which  they  were  to  be 
honoured,  and  then  give  out  these  laws  as 
divine,  and,  besides  all  this,  call  in  the  civil 
power  to  enforce  them,  must  have  had  no 
mean  idea  of  themselves  and  their  own 
dignity.  It  must  never  be  forgotten  that 
these  laws  are  not  the  mere  regulations  of 
a  religious  community.  When  the  Rabbies 
had  the  power  in  their  own  hands,  thay  en- 
forced them  by  civil  sanctions.  They  were 
not  satisfied  with  excluding  despisers  of  rab- 
binical authority  from  eternal  life,  tJiey  prose- 
cuted such  before  the  tribunals,  and  sentenced 
them  to  a  pecuniary  fine  and  excommunication, 
as  may  be  seen  from  the  following  law : — 

nx  nnnn'o  ••d  b^  ?]«  :  nn  mn^  in  >d  V-jii  «in 

'iDt  ]n  n^i  "imx  p2Q  nn'D 
"  Whosoever  despises  the  wise  men  has  no 
share  in  the  world  to  come.  But  notwith- 
standing this,  if  there  come  witnesses  to  prove 
that  he  has  been  guilty  of  contempt  even  in 
words,  his  sentence  is  excommunication,  and 
the  tribunal  (house  of  judgment)  excommuni- 
cates him  publicly,  and  everywhere  mulct  him 
in  a  fine  in  gold,  and  give  it  to  the  wise  man. 
He  that  despiseth  a  wise  man  in  words,  even 
after  his  death,  is  to  be  excommunicated  by 
the  tribunal,''  &c.  We  now  ask  the  Jews  of 
modern  times  what  they,  think  of  those  who 
made  their  own  personal  honour  the  subject 
of  legislation,  who  required  the  same  reverence 
for  their  words  as  the  Word  of  God,  and  who 
dragged  up  him  that  refused  it  before  a  tri- 
bunal, had  him  sentenced  to  pecuniary  fine, 
and  excommunication  ;  and,  besides  all  this, 
excluded  him  from  the  hope  of  everlasting 
life  ?  Had  such  men  any  idea  of  liberty  of 
conscience  ? 
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If   any   of  our  readers  should  think  that 
the  design  of  these  papers  is  to  represent  the 
oral  law  as  a  system  of  unmixed  evil,  we  beg 
to  assure  them  that  they  are  mistaken.    We  are 
fully  aware  that  a  system  based  on  the  law  and 
the  prophets  must  and  does  contain  much,  that 
is  good  and  worthy  of  admiration.     Of  this 
nature  is  the  general  command  to  all  Israelites 
to   study   the   law,    which   is  as   follows: — 
"  Every  man  of  Israel  is  bound  to  study  the 
law.     Whether  he  be  poor  or  rich,  healthy  or 
unhealthy,  young  or  old,  yea,  though  he  live 
upon  alms,  and  beg  from  door  to  door,  and 
though  he  have  a  wife  and   children,   he  is 
bound  to  set  apart  a  fixed  time  for  the  t-.tudy 
of  the  law,  by   day  and   by  night,   as  it  is 
written,  <•  Thou  shalt  meditate  therein  by  day 
and   by    night.'  "     And  again,    the   maxim, 
"  Every  one  that  is  bound  to  learn   is  also 
bound  to  teach  ;"  and  that,  "  therefore,  a  man 
is  bound  to  teach  his  son  and  his  son's  son," 
&c.,  is  in  accordance  with  the  plain  command 
of  God,  and  is  therefore  good.     But  the  ex- 
planation  and  development  of  these  good  prin- 
ciples shows  that  the  system  itself  is  radically 
bad,  and  therefore  cannot  be  from  God.     No 
one  will  deny  that  the  rabbles  are  right   in 
asserting  the  obligation  resting  on  every  Is- 
raelite to  study  the  law  :  but  they  are  wrong 
in  their  explanation  of  what  the  law  is.     Im- 
mediately after  the  above  good  command,  the 
oral  law  goes  on  to  say,  "  Every  one  is  bound 
to   divide  the  time  of  his   study  into  three 
parts :  one-third  to  be  devoted  to  the  written 
law;  one-third  to  Mishna;  and  one-third  to 
Gemara:"  so  that  the  written  law  of  God  is 
to  have   only  half  as  much  attention  as  the 
traditions   of    men.     This    is    bad    enough. 
But  the  rabbles  do  not  slop  here.     They  go 
on  to  say,  that  this  third  of  attention  is  only 
required  when  a  man  begins    to   study,  but 
that  when  he  has  made  progress,  he  is  to  read 
the  law  of  God  only  at  times,  and  to  devote 
himslf  to  Gemara. 

n-Tin  D>3mra  p'ri^s"-!  «"ip'  no  '^i?imj  mini  n^on 

:  «-\?D2b  vo'  bD  ^n2tl'^  rmn  ^rn  "  What  has 
been  said  refers  only  to  the  beginning  of  a 
man's  learning,  but  as  soon  as  a  man  becomes 
great  in  wisdom,  and  has  no  need  of  learning 
the  written  law,  or  of  labouring  constantly  in 


the  oral  law,  let  him  at  fixed  times  read  them, 
that  he  may  not  forget  any  of  the  judgments 
of  the  law,  bid  let  him  devote  all  Ids  days  to 
Gemara."  It  is  to  be  observed  that  "  oral 
law  "  is  here  taken  in  a  limited  sense,  as  re- 
ferring to  the  expositions  of  the  written  law, 
or,  as  Rabbi  Joseph  Karo*  explains  it,  the 
Mishna;  and  Gemara  signifies  the  legal  de- 
cisions  which  are  inferred  by  a  process  of  rea- 
soning, and  to  this  third  topic  of  Jewish  the. 
ology  the  Israelites  are  commanded  to  give 
the  chief  of  their  time  and  attention,  rather 
than  to  the  written  Word  of  God. 

The  apparent  excellence  of  the  above  cona.. 
mand  to  study  the  law  is  thus  utterly  destroyed 
by  the  rabbinical  exposition  of  what  is  to  be 
studied.  And  if  we  go  on  to  inquire  upon 
whom  this  command  is  binding,  the  rabbinical 
answer  will  afford  just  as  little  satisfaction. 
A'^^hen  the  rabbies  say,  that  '•  every  man  of 
Israel  is  bound  to  study  the  law,"  they  mean 
to  limit  the  study  to  the  men  of  Israel,  and  to 
exclude  the  women  and  slaves.  The  very 
first  sentence  of  the  Hilchoth  Talmud  Torah 
is  rmn  iio'rnTD  cnv^o  n^i'^pi  nniri  n-'xoz 
"  Women  and  slaves  and  children  are  exempt 
from  the  study  of  the  law."  According  to 
this  declaration,  women  are  not  obliged  to 
learn.  The  following  extract  will  confirm  this 
opinion,  and  at  the  same  time  show  that  there 
is  no  obligation  on  fathers  to  have  their 
daughters  taught. 

1D©3  nyx  'jnx  Xi-o  rh  tt)'  min  m'obv  rrcx 
"i3''«\r)  -in  r^\D^^r\  b'2^  •  nnici*:  ^'juj  "-iCQ  uj^xn 

ish':^  □••QDn  m*  "iD'sU  nb  mj^-o:  z"^ii^  iDon  mno  ><':x 
ins-n  ^"'j^  c'\D2n  iTra?  •':2Q-rmn  inn  n«  mx  iqV- 
nnb  rmn  nn  mt^^^iQ  p  i^b.^  ni?DbnnV  n^nDD 
n«  loborr  bD  n^oDn  i-ra^  •  |nrT  nrsi)  'd"?  'xirr 
HD  bi-2'©  nmni  x"ni  •  mbcn  rtin^h  iVs^d  rmn  ini 
mob  Di>«i  nbnn^b  nm«  inb'  «b  in33»u  min  bin 
:  mbcn  rnobnD  i:'« 
"  A  woman  who  learns  the  law  has  a  re- 
ward, but  it  is  not  equal  to  the  reward 
which  the  man  has,  hccause  she  is  not  com- 
manded to  do  so :  for  no  one  who  does  any- 
thing which  he  is  not  commanded  to  do,  re- 
ceives the  same  reward  as  he  who  is  com- 
manded to  do  it,  but  a  less  one.  But  though 
the  woman  has  a  reward,  the  wise  men  have 

*  Joith  Dcah,  sec.  246. 
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commanded  thai  no  man  should  teach  his 
daughter  the  law,  for  this  reason,  that  the  ma- 
jority of  women  have  not  got  a  mind  fitted  for 
study,  but  pervert  the  words  of  the  law  on 
account  of  the  poverty  of  their  mind.  The 
wise  men  have  said,  Every  one  that  teacheth 
his  daughter  the  law  is  considered  as  if  he 
taught  her  transgression.*  But  this  apj)Hes 
only  to  the  oral  Icnc.  As  to  the  written  law, 
he  is  not  to  teach  her  systematically  ;  but  if  he 
has  taught  her,  he  is  not  to  be  considered  as 
having  taught  her  transgression." 

According  to  this  decision,  it  is  absolutely 
foi bidden  to  teach  a  woman  the  oral  law; 
and  the  teaching  of  it  is  looked  upon  as  the 
teaching  of  transgression  mVcn.  We  cannot 
forbear  asking  the  advocates  of  the  oral  law, 
whether  it  does  not  here  testify  against  itself 
that  it  is  bad.  It  declares  of  itself  that  it  is 
unfit  for  the  perusal  and  study  of  the  pure 
female  mind,  and  that  it  is  as  corrupting 
as  the  teaching  of  transgression.  We  ask, 
then,  can  such  a  law  be  divine  ?  Can  it 
proceed  from  the  God  of  Isratl,  who  hath 
said,  "  Be  ye  holy,  for  I  am  holy  ?"  What 
a  noble  testimony  to  the  superiority  of  the 
written  "Srord,  and  to  the  justice  of  the 
Lord  Jesus  Christ's  opposition  to  the  oral 
law  !  The  oral  law  itself  says,  "  He  that 
teacheth  his  daughter  the  oral  law,  is  to  be 
considered  as  if  he  taught  her  transgression. 
He  that  teacheth  her  ihe  written  law,  is  not 
to  be  so  consir'sred."  With  such  a  confes- 
sion, we  fearlessly  ask  the  sons  and  daughters 
of  Israel,  who  then  was  in  the  right?  Jesus 
of  Nazareth,  who  opposed  it,  or  the  scribes 
and  pharisees,  Vv  ho  defended  it  ? 

But  "  the  wise  men"  also  forbid  Israelites 
to  teach  women  the  written  law,  and  declare 
that  women  are  not  bound  to  learn.  For  the 
prohibition  they  assign  two  reasons.  First, 
they  say  that  God  has  commanded  them  to 
teach  only  \beir  sons,  in  proof  of  which  they 
refer  to  Deut.  xi.  19,  "  And  ye  shall  teach  them 
your  children."  In  the  Hebrew  it  is  uyil 
'•'•  your  sons ;"  and  the  Rabbles  infer  n«  Kb") 
DDTn:!,  "and  not  your  daughters,  "f  Secondly, 
they  say,  as  we  have  seen  above,  "•  that  the  ma- 
jority of  women  have  not  got  minds  fitted  fur 
study,"  and  in  the  Talmud:|:  this  is  attempted 
to  be  proved  from.  Scripture.  "  A  wi^-e  wo- 
man once  asked  R.  Eliezer,  H  -w  it  was  tliat 
after  the  sin  of  the  golden  calf,  those  who  were 
alike  in  trangrtssions  did  not  all  die  the  same 
death?  He  replied,  A  woman's  wisdom  is 
only  for  the  distaff,  as  it  is  written,  •  All  the 
women  that  were  wise-hearted  did  spin  with 
their  hands.'     (Exod.  xxxv.  25.)"     VVe  he- 

*  mbcn-  In  tlie  translation  of  this  woi'l  we  fol- 
low the  interpretation  ol  ilie  Ji>reh  Deali,  which 
leuflers  it  TTT'IS'  "121-  1'''is  is  obviously  not  Ihe 
place  to  discuss  the  otiur  oi)iiiions  ol  ihe  rabbles. 

+  See  Kiddiishin,  fi.l.  2<f.  cul.  2. 
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j  sitate  not  to  say,  that  both  these  reasons  are 
contrary  to  Scripture.  We  do  not  deny  that 
D3'32  signifies  sons,  but  we  utterly  deny  the 
conclusion  of  the  labbics,  that  because  the 
masculine  word  is  used,  tlierefore  the  women 
are  not  included  in  the  command.  There  is 
an  abundance  of  instances  in  which  the  mas- 
culine word  c:!  is  used  for  children  generally, 
without  any  allusion  to  sex.  Take  for  example 
Exod.  xxii.  23  (in  the  English  24).  "  And 
my  wrath  shall  wax  hot,  and  I  will  kill  you 
with  the  sword  ;  and  your  wives  shall  be 
widows,  and  your  children  CS':!  (literally  your 
sons)  orphans."  Here  again  the  masculine  word 
is  used,  so  that  if  the  rabbinical  argument  he 
valid  in  the  above  case,  it  will  be  valid  here, 
and  consequently  the  daugiUers  are  excluded 
from  this  denunciation,  so  that  the  sons  were 
to  be  orphans,  but  not  the  daughters,  which 
is  plainly  impossible.  In  the  same  way  we  can 
prove  that  tlie  daughters  of  Israel  did  not 
wander  in  the  wilderness  forty  years,  for  in 
Numbers  xiv.  33,  it  is  said,  "And  your  children 
□D''on  (literally  your  sons,  and,  therefore,  ac- 
cording to  Talmudic  Icgic,  not  your  daughters) 
shall  wander  in  the  wilderness  forty  years." 
The  same  logic  will  also  prove  that  during  the 
three  days  of  miraculous  daikness  in  Egypt, 
the  women  of  Israel  were  left  in  darkness  as 
well  as  the  Egyptians,  for  it  is  said  all  the 
children  of  Israel  (?t<Ti'''  m:!  .sb  ''^a,  literally  the 
sons  of  Israel)  hud  light  in  their  dv/ellings. 
And  thus  also  it  might  be  proved  that  not  one 
of  the  ten  commandments  is  binding  upon  the 
women,  for  the  masculine  gend-.r  is  employed 
throughout.  Tliis  logic,  therefore,  is  evidently 
false  ;  and  ws  conclude,  on  the  contrary,  that 
as  the  women  are  included  in  all  these  passages 
— as  tl'.ey  wandered  through  the  wilderness, 
and  had  light  in  their  dwellings  — and  are 
bound  to  keep  the  ten  commandments  as  well 
as  the  men,  so  also  they  are  included  in  the 
command,  "■  Ye  shall  teacli  theiir  your  chil- 
dren," and  that,  therefore,  the  command  of  the 
oral  law  not  to  teach  women,  is  contrary  to  the 
V\^ord  of  God.  But  we  are  not  confined  to 
argument,  God  has  plainly  commandv.d  that 
the  women  should  learn  as  well  as  the  men. 
"•  And  Moses  commanded  them,  saying,  At 
the  end  of  every  seven  yours,  in  the  solemnity 
of  the  year  of  release  in  the  feast  of  tabernacles, 
when  all  Israi.1  is  come  to  appear  before  the 
Loid  thy  G  d  in  the  place  which  he  shall 
choose,  thou  shalt  read  this  law  before  all  Israel 
in  their  hearing.  Gather  the  people  together, 
men  and  wovicn,  and  children,  and  thy  stranger 
that  is  within  thy  gates,  that  they  may  hear, 
and  that  they  may  team  liob'  ]rQbl,  and  fear 
the  Lord  your  God,  and  ob.serve  to  do  all  the 
words  of  this  law."  (Deut.  xxxi.  10 — 12.) 
Here  a  most  beautiful  order  is  observed,  and 
required  of  women  as  well  as  men ;  hearing 
— learning — fearing — keepiiig  the  words  of  the 
law — God  wills  that  the  women  should  fear 
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him  and  keep  his  commandments  as  well  as  • 
the  men  ;  and  therefore  he  wills  that  they  j 
should  nake  use  of  the  same  means,  that  they  I 
should  hear,  and  learn  all  the  words  of  the  j 
law.  The  t^aditioni^ts  have,  therefore,  in  \ 
this  case  plainly  made  void  the  law  of  God.  1 
God  commands  women  as  well  as  men  to  learn 
the  law  :  the  tabbies  say  they  are  exempt 
from  this  duty.  God  commands  that  the  wo- 
man should  be  taught.  It  is  plain,  there- 
fore, that  the  oral  law  which  contradicts  the 
written  law  cannot  be  from  God.  The  com- 
mand  of  God  is  so  plain  that  it  is  un- 
necessary to  enter  deeply  into  the  second  rab- 
binical  reason  for  the  prohibition  to  teach 
women  the  law.  It  is  evident  that  God  did 
not  think  that  the  poverty  of  their  under- 
standing was  any  obstacle  to  their  learning  his 
will.  Indeed  it  has  pleased  Him  to  show  that 
He  is  no  respecter  i-.f  persons  with  regard  to 
male  or  female,  more  than  with  regard  to  rich 
or  poor.  He  has  not  only  given  them  his  law, 
but  conferred  on  women  as  well  as  men  the  gift 
of  prophecy,  so  that  the  names  of  Deborah, 
Hannah,  and  Huldah,  must  ever  be  remem- 
bered amongst  the  inspired  messengers  of  God. 
The  rabbles  seem  to  have  forgoiten  that  "  the 
fear  of  the  Lord  is  th2  beginning  of  wisdom," 
and  that  this  fear  may  be  implanted  by  God 
just  as  easily  in  tlie  heart  of  a  woman  as  of  a 
rabbi.  But  without  inquiring  farther  into 
their  reasons  or  their  motives,  suffice  it  to  say, 
that  the  oral  law  in  thus  robbing  wom.en  of 
their  right  and  inheritance  in  the  law  of  Gf)d, 
and  in  degrading  them  to  the  same  category 
with  children  and  slaves,  is  opposed  to  the 
plain  commands  of  the  written  law.  But  not 
so  the  New  Testament.  It  exactly  agrees 
with  the  Old  in  considering  woman  as  a  ra- 
tional and  responsible  being,  and  a  candidate 
for  everlasting  life.  It,  therefore,  gives  one 
general  rule  for  the  education  of  children,  male 
and  female.  "  Ye  fathers  provoke  not  your 
children  to  v/rath,  but  bring  them  up  in  the 
nurture  and  admonition  of  the  Lord,"  (Ephes. 
vi.  4.)  It  does  indeed  pre'^cribe  modesty  and 
subjection  to  the  women  in  the  mode  of 
learning,  but  in  so  doing  it  plainly  points  out 
their  duty  to  become  acquainted  with  the  will 
of  God.  "  Let  the  women  learn  in  silence 
with  all  subjection.  But  I  suffer  not  a  woman 
to  teach  nor  to  usurp  authority  over  the  man, 
but  to  be  in  silence."     (I  Tim.  ii.  11,   12.) 

In  these  and  other  passages  the  woman  is 
placed  in  the  position  assigned  her  in  the  Old 
Testament,  and  not  in  the  very  subordinate 
rank  assigned  her  by  the  oral  law.  "  Women, 
and  slaves  (cmr^),  and  children,  are  exempt 
from  the  study  of  the  law."  But  we  think 
that  this  rule  is  as  false  with  regard  to  slaves 
as  to  women.  Here  the  oral  law  says  that 
slaves  are  not  bound  to  learn.  In  Hilchoth 
Avadim,  c.  viii.  18,  we  find  that  they  are  not 
to  be  taught. 

:  rmn  Ttni-  nx'  Tchb  znw"?  iid.n' 


"  It  is  forbidden  to  a  man  to  teach  his  slave 
the  law."  But,  alas,  the  passage  of  the  Word 
of  God  which  forbids  it,  is  not  referred  to.  It 
is  only  an  inference  from  the  passage,  "  Ve 
shall  teach  your  sons  ;"  but  is  evidently 
contrary  to  the  whole  tenour  of  the  law  of 
Moses.  In  the  first  place,  the  Israelite  who 
had  been  sold  by  the  tribunal,  or  who,  on 
account  of  poverty,  had  sold  himself,  was  still 
an  Israelite,  and  did  not  forfeit,  finally,  his 
right  to  his  inheritance  in  the  land,  ;  how, 
then,  could  he  forfeit  his  right  to  the  law, 
which  Moses  gave  as  "  the  inheritance  of 
the  congregation  of  Jacob  ?"  The  law  of 
Moses  expressly  provides  a  day  of  rest  "  for 
the  man  servant  and  the  maid-servant,"  that 
they  may  not  only  have  rest  for  their  bodies, 
but  may  have  lime  to  learn  the  will  of  God, 
.and  provide  for  that  eternity  to  which  they  are 
hastening  as  well  as  their  masters.  Indeed,  if 
meditation  on  the  Word  of  God  was  more 
necessary  for  one  Israelite  than  anotijer,  it  was 
for  the  Hebrew  .«ervant.  If  he  had  been 
guilty  of  theft,  and  had  been  snjd  by  the 
tribunal,  he  had  special  need  of  instruction  in 
tile  law  of  God  to  lead  him  to  repentance,  and 
to  teach  him  his  duty  for  the  future.  If  be 
had  been  guilty  of  no  crime,  but  had  been 
compelled  by  poverty  to  sacrifice  his  liberty, 
surely  he  needed  the  consolation  which  the 
Word  of  God  can  supply,  to  enable  him  to 
bear  his  hard  lot  with  patience,  and  to  prevent 
him  from  murmuring.  But  here  ihe  oral  law 
steps  in,  ai'd  actually  prohibits  his  master  frtmi 
leaching  him  ;  and  instead  of  encouraging  him 
in  his  leisure  time  to  turn  to  the  Word  of  God 
as  his  refuge  and  his  comfort,  it  tells  him  that 
he  is  not  bound  to  study  it.  Here,  again,  the 
,Xew  Tesament  is  much  UiOre  like  the  law  of 
Moses,  which  breathes,  all  through,  a  spirit 
of  the  most  tender  compassion  for  those  in 
servitude.  Moses  comn)ands  the  Israelites  to 
remember  that  they  had  themselves  been  bond- 
men in  Egypt.  The  New  Testament  reminds 
Christian  masters  that  they  have  a  Master  in 
heaven.  "■  Ye  masters  do  the  same  things 
unto  them,  forbearing  threatening:  knowing 
that  your  master  also  is  in  heaven  ;  neither  is 
there  respect  of  persons  with  him."  (Ephes. 
vi.  9.)  It  also  plainly  teaches  that  the  relation 
which  exists  between  believing  masters  and 
servants  is,  before  God,  that  of  brethren. 
"  And  they  that  have  believing  masters,  let 
them  not  despise  them,  because  they  are  breth- 
ren ;  but  rather  do  them  service  because  they 
are  faithful  and  beloved,  partakers  of  the 
benefit."  (1  Tim.  vi.  2.)  Yea,  the  New 
Testament  lays  down  a  general  principle,  tlie 
very  opposite  of  that,  that  "  women,  and 
slaves,  and  children  are  exempt  from  the  study 
of  the  law.  It  says,  "  There  is  neither  Jew 
nor  Greek,  there  is  neither  bond  nor  free,  there 
is  neither  male  nor  female,  for  ye  are  all  one 
in  Christ  Jesus."  (Gal.  iii,  28.)  It  does  not 
dispense  men  from  their   relative  duties,  nor 
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deprive  any  of  their  legitimate  privileges,  but 
teaches  that  for  all,  Jew  or  Greek,  bond  or 
free,  male  or  female,  there  is  but  one  way  of 
salvation.  Very  different  is  the  doctrine  of  the 
oral  law.  We  have  seen  that  it  makes  a  grand 
distinction  between  male  and  female,  bond 
and  free,  we  need  not,  therefore,  be  surprized 
if  it  make  the  line  of  demarcation  broader  still 
between  Jew  and  Greek. 

mo'o  Dva  i^D^  ni^T'o?  n:)  pi  •  labi  ]nb^  ntiiD 
I'Ki  •  nn-'Q  i"n  nn\i;  ^^o^3  iQi?rb  in«^ii>  d«  •  b^■^r^ 

•  7TO10  pi?!"'?  m!?o  nrrs'bi  m  ^in"?  ]m^<  'j'n'^o 
■nnr  \s  'mijorr  bD  bip^i  pni?  "la  rvrr'  Mi  ^<Vx 
"IX  rmnn  pDs?  □«")  •  rn^"  ^<Vi  ?]^dv  xVi  imini 

:  j-\n2  li'x  bix  m  bj?  nn^o  a"n  t^irriri  "imi«« 
"  A  Gentile  who  employs  himself  in  the  law 
is  guilty  of  death.  He  is  not  to  employ  him- 
self  except  in  the  seven  commandments  that 
belong  to  the  Gentiles.  And  thus  a  Gentile 
who  keeps  a  Sabbath,  though  it  be  on  one  of 
the  week  days — if  he  make  it  to  himself  as  a 
Sabbath,  he  is  guilty  of  death.  It  is  not 
necessary  to  add,  if  he  appoint  for  himself  a 
festival.  The  general  rule  is,  that  they  are 
not  permitted  to  innovate  in  religion,  or  to 
make  commandments  for  themselves  out  of 
their  own  heads.  Either  let  a  Gentile  become 
a  proselyte  of  righteousness,  and  take  upon 
him  the  whole  law  :  or  let  him  remain  in  his 
own  law,  and  neither  add  nor  diminish.  But 
if  he  employs  himself  in  the  law,  or  keeps  a 
Sabbath,  or  makes  any  innovation,  he  is  to  be 
beaten  and  punished,  and  informed  that  he  is 
for  this  guilty  of  death — but  he  is  not  to  be 
killed."— (Hilchoth  Melachim,  c.  x.  9.) 
This  law  is  taken  from  the  Talmudical  trea- 
tise Sanhedrin,*  where  it  is  followed,  by  an 
apparently  contradictory  statement,  "  that  a 
Gentile  who  employs  himself  in  the  law  is  as 
good  as  a  high  priest ;"  but  the  contradiction 
is  immediately  removed  by  the  explanation 
which  there  follows,  and  says,  that  "  law"  is 
to  be  understood  of  the  seven  cominandments 
of  the  Gentiles.  Now  we  admit  that  liberty 
of  conscience  was  not  understood  at  the  time  ; 
and  that  it  would  be  unjust  to  expect  that 
the  compilers  of  the  oral  law  (who  were  igno- 
rant of,  or  opposed  to,  the  New  Testament, 
where  liberty  of  conscience  was  first  plainly 
revealed)  should  be  at  all  elevated  above  tlie 
level  of  their  own  times.  But  making  this 
admission  and  apology  for  the  men,  we  cannot 
help  saying  that  the  law  itself  is  bad,  and 
cannot  be  from  God.  Religion  is  a  matter 
between  God  and  man.  The  heart,  the  con- 
science, and  the  understanding  are  all  alike 
*  Fol.  59.  col.  1. 


concerned.  Instruction  out  of  God's  Word  is 
therefore  the  only  m.eans  of  producing  convic- 
tion. Entertaining  these  sentiments,  we 
endeavour  to  compare  the  oral  law  with  the 
Word  of  God,  and  to  convince  its  advocates 
that  they  are  in  error.  We  do  not  wish  to 
have  the  modern  Jews  confounded  with  the 
authors  of  the  system.  Very  many  Jews  of 
the  present  day  are  ignorant  of  its  details. 
Not  having  time  to  m.ake  the  inquiry,  they 
take  it  for  granted,  that  their  forefathers  were 
right  in  preferring  their  own  system  to  Chris- 
tianity, and  that  they  are  bound  to  do  the 
same.  But  even  those  who  are  learned  in  the 
oral  law,  and  know  its  details,  are  not  to  be 
viewed  in  the  same  light  as  the  original  com- 
pilers. They  have  received  the  system  from 
their  forefathers,  and  view  it  through  the 
medium  of  filial  affection  and  national  preju- 
dice. They  remember  that  to  the  Jews  the 
law  was  given,  and  that  the  Jewish  nation  has 
been  the  original  instrument  in  God's  hand  to 
diffuse  light  over  the  world ;  they  have  there- 
fore hitherto  taken  it  for  granted  that  they 
must  be  right.  The  narrow  prejudices  of 
Christians  for  ages  confirmed  them  in  their 
views.  But  now  circumstances  are  different. 
Christians  begin  to  understand  the  position  in 
which  God  has  placed  the  Jewish  nation,  and 
to  look  forward  to  their  restoration  to  the  fa- 
vour of  God  as  the  time  of  blessing  for  the 
whole  world.  Christians  can  now  honour  and 
estimate  the  learning,  the  talent,  and  the  con- 
stancy of  those  very  rabbles  whose  system  they 
consider  as  erroneous.  Now,  then,  is  the  time 
for  the  Jews  themselves  to  inquire  into  those 
rehgious  opinions,  which  have  been  handed 
down  to  them,  and  to  compare  them  with 
the  law  and  the  prophets.  We  trust  that 
many  will  admit,  that  the  laws  v/hich  we 
have  been  considering  are  bad,  and  there- 
fore cannot  be  from  God.  Let  them  then 
remember,  that  the  originators  of  these  laws 
are  the  men  who  rejected  the  claims  of  the 
Lord  Jesus  Christ.  If  then  these  men  were 
in  error  in  making  these  laws,  they  were 
in  condemning  Jesus  of  Nazareth  because 
he  opposed  them  ;  and  if  the  laws  be 
bad,  the  Lord  Jesus  was  right  in  opposing 
them.  Yea,  and  where  they  taught  error  He 
and  his  disciples  taught  the  truth.  The  rab- 
bles have  taught  constraint.  Jesus  of  Nazareth 
and  his  disciples  have  taught  that  fire  is  not  to 
be  called  down  from  heaven  on  those  who  differ 
from  us  ;  that  "  the  servant  of  God  must 
not  strive  ;  but  be  gentle  to  all  men,  apt  to 
teach,  patient,  in  meekness  instructing  those 
that  oppose  themselves  ;  if  God  will  perad- 
venture  give  them  repentance  to  the  acknow- 
ledging of  the  truth."     (2  Tim.  ii.  25.) 
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The  Jewish  deputies,  when  asked  by 
Napoleon  whether  they  considered  French- 
men as  their  brethren,  replied  in  the  affir- 
mative, and  after  quoting  the  Mosaic  laws 
respecting  the  stranger  said,  "  To  these  sen- 
timents of  benevolence  towards  the  stranger, 
Moses  has  added  the  precept  of  general  love 
for  mankind :  '  Love  thy  fellow-creature  as 
thyself.''  "*  And  in  the  authorised  Jewish 
Catechism  used  in  Bavaria,  after  the  expla- 
nation of  the  moral  duties,  we  find  the  fol- 
lowing question  : — "  Are  these  laws  and  du- 
ties, affirmative  and  negative  commandments, 
binding  with  respect  to  a  non-Israelite  ?" 
Answer — "  By  all  means,  for  the  fundamental 
law  of  all  these  duties,  '  Love  thy  neighbour 
as  thyself,^  is  expressly  laid  down  by  the 
Holy  Scriptures  in  reference  to  the  non- 
Israelite,  yea,  to  the  heathen,  as  it  is  written, 
'  And  if  a  stranger  sojourn  with  thee  in  your 
land,  ye  shall  not  vex  him.  But  the  stranger 
that  dwelleth  with  you  shall  be  unto  you  as 
one  born  amongst  you,  atid  thoushalt  love  Mm 
as  thyself:  for  ye  were  strangers  in  the  land 
of  Egypt :  I  am  the  Lord  your  God.'  " 
(Levit.  xix.  33 — 35.  )t  These  declarations  are 
very  explicit,  and,  as  forming  part  of  public 
documents,  highly  satisfactory.  The  repre- 
sentatives of  the  Jewish  people  in  France,  and 
the  teachers  of  the  Jewish  youth  in  Bavaria, 
declare,  that  in  the  scriptural  command,"  Thou 
shalt  love  thy  neighbour  as  thyself,"  neighbour 
means  fellow-man,  without  distinction  of  na- 
tion or  religion.  Where  then  did  they  learn 
this  interpretation  ?  From  the  Talmud  or 
from  the  New  Testament  ?  The  Jewish  De- 
puties say,  from  the  former.  On  the  page 
cited  above  they  add,  *'  This  doctrine  is  also 
professed  by  the  Talmud.  We  are  bound, 
says  a  Talmudist,  to  love  as  brethren  all  those 
who  observe  the  Noachides,\  whatever  their  re- 
ligious opinions  may  otherwise  be.  We  are 
bound  to  visit  their  sick,  to  bury  their  dead, 
to  assist  their  poor,  like  those  of  Israel.  In 
short  there  is  no  act  of  humanity  which  a  true 
Israelite  is  not  bound  to  perform  towards  those 
who  observe  the  Noachides.''^  The  Bavarian 
Catechism   is  more   cautious.      It  makes  no 

*  Transactions  of  Parisian  Sanhedrin,  p.  178. 

+  Lehrbuch  der  Mosaischen  Religion.  Miinchen, 
1826,  page  150. 

%  We  quote  the  passage  as  we  find  it.  Noachides 
is  here  taken  for  the  seven  commandments  of  the 
children  of  Noah, contrary  to  the  usual  acceptation 
of  the  word. 


such  bold  assertion  respecting  the  Talmud. 
It  only  intimates  that  the  oral  law  teaches 
this  doctrine,  by  subjoining  to  the  passage 
from  Leviticus  the  same  extract  from  Maimo- 
nides,  alluded  to  by  the  Jewish  deputies. 
The  Catechism  gives  the  extract  a  little  more 
at  length,  and  as  follows  : — "  We  are  bound 
in  every  thing  to  treat  the  non-Israelite,  who 
sojourns  with  us  with  justice  and  with  love, 
as  we  would  treat  an  Israelite.  Yea  we  are 
even  bound  to  maintain  him,  as  the  Scripture 
teaches  in  the  words,  '  Thou  shalt  give  it  to 
the  stranger  that  is  in  thy  gates,  that  he  may 
eat  it.'  (Deut.  xiv.  21.)  Our  wise  men 
have  commanded  us  for  the  good  of  society, 
even  to  visit  the  sick  of  the  heathen,  to  bury 
their  dead,  and  to  deal  out  alms  to  them  :  for 
of  our  Creator  it  is  said,  '  The  Lord  is  good 
to  all ;  and  his  tender  mercies  are  over  all  his 
works.'  (Psalm  cxlv.  9.)  (Maimonid.  Hil- 
choth  Melachim  10,  12)." 

No  doubt  the  passage  as  here  given,  both 
by  the  French  deputies  and  the  Bavarian  Ca- 
techism, is  very  plausible  ;  and  if  it  could  be 
found  verbatim  either  in  the  Talmud  or  any 
of  its  compendiums,  would  go  far  to  justify 
the  bold  assertion  of  the  former,  and  the  cau> 
tious  insinuation  of  the  latter.  But  unfor- 
tunately the  original  passage  is  very  different. 
In  the  above  citations,  it  is  mutilated  in  order 
to  suit  the  purpose  of  the  citers.  In  the  Jad 
Hachasakah  it  stands  as  follows : — 

^'«  D^n^n  "no^^  mi  •  nbD^i  rT:2nn  T-ir-M^n  i^« 
'TVQ  Di"  omno  Tinpbi  •  orrbin  -ipib  D>oDn  n:? 

"  And  thus  it  appears  to  me,  that  the  prose- 
lytes allowed  to  sojourn  are  to  be  treated  with 
the  same  courtesy  and  benevolence  as  the 
Israelites  ;  for  behold,  we  are  cominanded  to 
maintain  them,  as  it  is  written,  '  Thou  shalt 
give  it  to  the  stranger  (proselyte)  that  is  in  thy 
gates,  that  he  may  eat  it.'  As  to  that  saying 
of  our  wise  men  not  to  return  their  salute,  it 
refers  to  the  Gentiles,  not  to  the  proselyte 
allowed  to  sojourn.  But  even  with  regard  to 
the  heathen,  the  wise  men  have  commanded 
us  to  visit  their  sick,  and  to  bury  their  dead 
with  the  dead  of  Israel,  and  to  feed  their  poor 
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along  wiUi  the  poor  of  Israel,  for  the  sake 
OF  THE  WAYS  OF  PEACE;  for  it  is  written, 
'  The  Lord  is  good  to  all,  and  his  mercies  are 
over  all  his  works ;'  and  again,  '  Her  ways 
are  ways  of  pleasantness,  and,  ail  her  paths  are 
peace.'"  (Prov.  iii.  l/-)  The  reader  will 
observe  that  there  are  several  sinking  differ- 
ences between  this  translation  and  that  of  the 
Bavarian  Catechism  ;  and  these  differences 
prove  that,  by  the  word  "neighbour,"  the 
oral  law  does  not  understand  a  fellow-raan 
without  any  regard  to  his  religious  opinions. 
First,  the  Bavarian  Catechism  says,  "  We  are 
bound  in  everything  to  treat  the  non- Israelite 
who  sojourns  with  us  with  justice  and  with 
love,  and  as  we  would  treat  an  LsraeUte." 
The  original  says,  "  And  thus  it  appzctrs  fo 
me,  that  the  prosc/t/tcs  allowed  la  sojutirn  are 
to  be  treated  with  the  same  courtesy  and 
benevolence  as  the  Israelites."  The  Bavarian 
CaiechisiTL  translates  this  passage  as  if  it  were 
the  undisputed  law  of  Israel  thus  to  act ; 
whereas  I\laimonides  only  offv^rs  his  own  opi- 
nion. He  says-,  "It  appears  to  me."  Here 
the  Frencii  deputies  represent  the  matter  more 
accurately,  by  saying,  "  We  are  bound,  says 
a  Talmiidist.'''  Not  the  Talmud,  but  a  Tal- 
mudist.  Then,  again,  the  Bavarian  Cate- 
chism speaks  generally  of  "  non-Israelites." 
JMaimonides  speaks  of  only  one  particular 
class,  the  proselytes  who  had  permission  to 
sojourn  in  the  land  of  Israel.  That  we  do 
not  misrepresent  Maimonides'  meaning,  is  plain 
from  the  words  of  the  Jewish  deputies,  who 
also  restrict  the  sense  to  that  one  particular 
class.  "  We  are  bound,  says  a  Talmudist, 
to  love  as  brethren  all  those  who  observe  the 
Noachidcs,  whatever  their  religious  opinions 
may  otherwise  be."  Here,  then,  on  the  show- 
ing of  the  Jewish  deputies  themselves,  the 
Talmud  does  not  teach  that  all  men  are  to 
be  loved  as  brethren,  but  only  those  who  keep 
the  seven  commandments  of  Noah.  How, 
then,  are  we  to  regard  the  idolater  and  the 
heathen,  who  have  not  embraced  these  seven 
commandments,  and  how  are  we  to  treat 
them  ?     This  leads  us  to  notice, 

2dly,  The  important  oviission  made  by  the 
Bavarian  Catechism.  In  citing  the  words  of 
Maimonides,  the  compilers  have  omitted  the 
whole  sentence,  "As  to  the  saying  of  our  wise 
men  not  to  return  their  salute,  it  refers  to  the 
Gentiles,  not  to  the  proselytes  allowed  to 
sojourn."  To  this  sentence,  the  French 
Jewish  deputies  have  also  made  no  allusion  ; 
and  yet  this  sentence  is  found  in  the  very 
middle  of  the  passage  quoted.  What  goes 
before  and  what  follows  is  quoted  by  both, 
but  both  have  with  one  common  consent 
omitted  this  passage.  Now  this  mere  fact  of 
omission  is,  in  itself,  sufficient  to  excite  the 
suspicions  of  Israelites  not  acquainted  with 
the  oral  law.  The  Jewish  deputies  in  Paris, 
and  the  compilers  of  the  Jewish  Catechism  in 


Bavaria,  liad  one  common  object — they  wished 
to  prove,  or  to  intimate,  that  the  Talmud 
teaches  us  to  love  as  ourselves  all  our  fellow- 
men,  without  any  respect  to  religious  differ- 
ences. In  order  to  prove  this,  they  both  re- 
fer to  one  and  the  same  passage — and  from 
the  middle  of  that  passage  they  both  omit  one 
important  sentence.  What  conclusion  will 
be  drawn  by  any  man  of  common  understand- 
ing ?  Just  this,  that  as  they  both  quote  one 
and  the  same  passage,  there  must  be  a  great 
scarcity  of  proof  from  the  Talmud  ;  and  that, 
as  they  both  make  the  same  omission,  the 
sentence  oinitted  nmst  be  unfavourable  to  that 
proof;  and  that,  therefore,  this  one  passage 
does  not  prove  that  the  Talmud  teaches  any 
such  doctrine.  Such  is  the  conclusion  to 
which  we  are  led  by  considering  the  facts  of 
the  case.  An  examination  of  the  omitted 
passage  will  show  that  this  conclusion  is  most 
just — "  As  to  the  saying  of  our  wise  men,  not 
to  return  their  salute,  it  refers  to  the  Gentiles, 
not  to  the  proselytes  allowed  to  sojourn." 
Had  this  passage  been  inserted  in  its  place, 
the  Bavarian  Catechism  could  not  have  been 
translated  nirin  n?  (sojourning  proselytes) 
"  non-Israelites,"  for  from  this  passage  it 
appears  that  these  sojourneisaredifteTeut  from 
the  "  Gentiles,"  whose  salute  is  not  to  be 
returned.  In  plain  English,  this  passage 
restricts  "  the  courtesy  and  benevolence  "  to 
those  proselytes  who,  by  taking  upon  them 
the  seven  commandments  of  Noah,  obtained 
the  privilege  of  sojourning  in  the  land  of 
Israel ;  and  consequently  excludes  "  the  Gen- 
tiles " — and  cons^iquently  disproves  the  asser- 
tion that  the  Talmud  teaches  us  to  love  as 
ourselves  all  our  fellow-men,  v;ithout  any 
respect  to  religious  differences.  On  the  con- 
trary, this  passage  tells  us  that  the  salutation 
of  the  Gentiles  is  not  to  be  returned.  It 
prescribes  two  different  lines  of  conduct  to  be 
pursued  towards  different  religionists,  and 
makes  the  difference  of  religious  persuasion 
the  basis  of  the  rule.  But  some  readers  may 
say,  that  the  difference  is  very  small — that  the 
command  "  not  to  return  the  salute  of  the 
Gentiles,"  is  a  mere  matter  of  etiquette — 
whereas  the  command  to  vi.sit  the  sick  of  the 
Gentiles,  to  bury  their  dead,  and  to  feed  their 
poor,  is  a  substantial  kindness.  This  we 
should  admit,  if  the  reason  assigned  for  such 
conduct,  "  for  the  sake  of  the  ways  of  peace," 
did  not  utterly  remove  all  the  apparent  kind- 
ness.    And  this  brings  us  to 

The  third  misrepresentation  of  the  Bava- 
rian Catechism.  It  translates  the  words  '':DD 
V2^bXD  ^311  (for  the  sake  of  the  ways  of  peace) 
"  for  the  good  of  society."  Here,  then, 
there  is  an  evident  difference  between  us.  But 
who  is  right  ?  We  do  not  ask  the  Israelite 
to  believe  us.  Maimonides  here  refers  to  an- 
other passage  of  the  oral  law,  where  this  ex- 
pression is  fully  explained,   and   where  the 


comniantr"not  to  return  the  salutation  of  the 
Gentiles"  is  also  found.  We  will  give  this 
passage,  and  then  the  unlearned  can  judge  for 
thtmsfclves ; — 

•  Dib^y  ^D~\i  ^:do  'i-i?>  '-rj*  □!?  ui'yj  ^':i''  d^doico 
>3Do  n^vj^Di  nnDUJ  T:;p'72  cy'DS-  ":i-  n^a  i^nno  |\^i 
•':do  D;n  cvi  ''Ci><"i  DD^^-ra  D^'?«riJi  •  cvv  ^Dii 

iwij'D  •  L}-ybv  v  r\rh  "i;n  cvi  ui'yj  n^:  t>u  in'-ib 
bo  |\^  :  ■tt?«n  iiiDiT  ns-i  ns^i  mVc  "ib  ^m:  pviin 
ntoixn  |U7  'To;^  V^:u?  pu  ^b^  'mn«  ib^^n  nnnn 
bam'  txl!  pn  bit^  b^JT^n^  bi-  ns^n  nVDi*  T"^  \v 

xb  n-nncn  mpob  cip^'^  "i^i:?  it?  'xnr  ■nyxs''  y<DV 
^rJ:■2:'0  pirj'o  n\i?  vb^  bipnu  ii-  h?b«  "i2Sii>?i  iinv^ 
D«T  nr\n  ^sb  ib'cx  -[!?i^«2  iimj^  ab  -i'D^<3\ri  rr^  ^:n 
:  'IDT  2'CTn  "i:  m  nn  mi^o't  vbi?  bnp 
"  The  poor  of  the  idolaters  are  to  be  fed  with 
the  poor  of  Israel  fu?-  the  sake  of  the  xvays  of 
peace.  They  are  also  permitted  to  have  part 
of  the  forgotten  sheaf,  and  the  corner  of  the 
field,  for  the  sake  of  the  ways  of  peace.  It  is 
also  lawful  to  a^k  after  their  health,  even  on 
their  feast-day,  for  the  sake  of  the  ways  of 
peace  ;  but  never  to  return  (literally  reiterate) 
the  salutation,  nor  lo  enter  the  house  of  an 
idolater  on  the  day  of  his  festival  to  salute 
him.  If  he  be  met  in  the  street,  he  is  to  be 
saluted  in  a  low  tone  of  voice,  and  with  a 
heavy  head.  But  all  these  things  are  said 
only  of  the  time  that  Israel  is  in  captivity 
among  the  nations,  or  that  the  hand  of  the 
idolaters  is  strong  upon  Israel.  But  when 
the  hand  of  Israel  is  strong  upon  them,  we  are 
forbidden  to  suffer  an  idolater  amongst  us, 
even  so  much  us  to  sojourn  incidentally,  or  to 
pass  frojn  place  to  place  with  merchandize. 
He  is  not  to  pass  through  our  land  until  he 
take  upon  him  the  seven  commandments 
given  to  the  children  of  Noah,  for  it  is  said, 

*  They  shall  not  dwell  in  thy  land,'  (Exod. 
xxiii.  33.)  not  even  for  an  hour.  But  if  he 
take  upon  himself  the  seven  commandments, 
then  he  is  a  proselyte  permitted  to  sojourn. 
{1'^^r^\  "\3)."  Hilchoth  Accum.,  c  x.  5,  &c. 
This  is  the  passage  alluded  to,  and  the  reader 
may  now  judge  whether  the  words,  "  For  the 
sake  of  the  ways  of  peace,"  can  be  interpreted 
as  the  Bavarian  Catechism  renders  them,  "  for 
the  good  of  society."  If  so,  then  "  the  good 
of  society"  is  to  be  consulted  only  whilst  the 
Jews  are  in  captivity,  and  the  Gentiles  have 
got  the  power  :  but  as  soon  as  the  Jews  get 
power,  "  the  good  of  society  "  may  safely  be 
disregarded.  The  meaning  plainly  is,  that  in 
the  present  position  of  affairs  it  is  advisable  to 
keep  the  peace  between  Jews  and  Gentiles, 
inasmuch  as  the  Gentiles  are  at  present  the 
strongest.  Now,  then,  it  is  expedient  to  visit 
the  sick,  and  feed  the  ])0or,  and  bury  the  dead 
of  the  Gentiles,  for  this  will  promote  that 
object ;   but  when  the   tables  are  turned,  and 


the  Gentiles  are  the  weakest,  there  will  be  no 
necessity  ''  for  the  ways  of  peace,"  or,  as  the 
Bavarian  catechism  has  it,  "  for  the  good  of 
society."  It  is  plain,  therefore,  that  the  pas- 
sage cited  by  the  French  deputies  and  the 
Bavarian  catechism  does  not  answer  the  pur- 
pose for  which  it  is  cited.  It  does  not  prove 
that  the  Talmud  teaches  us  to  love  our  fel- 
low-men as  ourselves,  whatever  be  their  reli- 
gious opinions.  On  the  contrary,  it  teaches 
that  a  wide  distinction  is  to  be  made  between 
one  class  of  religionists  and  another  ;  and  that 
if  men  be  idolaters,  we  are  to  show  them  no 
kindness,  except  for  fear  of  the  consequences 
that  might  result  from  betraying  our  real 
sentiments.  When,  therefore,  the  Jewish  de- 
puties and  the  compilers  of  the  Bavarian 
Catechisrn  asserted  the  true  explanation  of  the 
Mosaic  command,  "  Thou  shalt  love  thy 
neighbour  as  thyself,"  it  is  plain  that  they 
had  not  learned  it  from  the  Talmud,  but 
somewhere  else.  We  hesitate  not  to  say,  that 
they  learned  it  from  the  New  Testament,  for 
there  it  is  tauj,ht  plainly,  repeatedly,  and 
without  any  reservation.  A  certain  lawyer 
once  asked  Jesus  of  Nazareth,  "  Who  is  my 
neighbour  ?  And  Jesus  answering,  said,  A 
certain  man  went  down  from  Jerusalem  to 
.Jericho,  and  fell  among  thieves,  v/hich  stripped 
liim  or  his  raiment,  and  wounded  liim,  and  de- 
parted, leaving  him  half  dead.  And  by 
chance  there  came  down  a  certain  priest  that 
v/ay  ;  and  when  he  saw  him  he  passed  by  on 
the  other  side.  And  likewise  a  Levite,  when 
he  was  at  the  place,  came  and  looked  on  him, 
and  passed  by  on  the  other  side.  But  a  certaia 
Samaritan,  as  he  journeyed,  came  where  he 
was  ;  and  when  he  saw  him,  he  had  compas- 
sion on  him,  and  went  to  him,  and  bound  up 
his  wounds,  pouring  in  oil  and  wine,  and  set 
him  on  his  own  beast,  and  brought  him  to  an 
inn,  and  took  care  of  him.  And  on  the 
morrow  when  he  tlepartcd,  he  took  out  two- 
pence, and  gave  them  to  the  host,  and  said 
unto  him,  Take  care  of  him. ;  and  whatsoever 
thou  spendest  more,  when  I  come  again,  I 
will  repay  thee.  Which  now  of  these  three, 
thinkest  thou,  was  neighbour  to  him  that  fell 
among  the  thieves  ?  And  he  said.  He  that 
showed  mercy  on  him.  Then  said  Jesus  unto 
him.  Go  thou  and  do  likewise."  (Luke  x. 
29,  &c.)  Here  then  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ 
teaches  us  that  we  are  to  show  kindness  even 
to  an  idolater,  for  that  even  he  is  included  in 
the  class  specified  by  the  word  "  neighbour.'* 
Jesus  of  Nazareth  makes  no  hmitation  "  for 
the  sake  of  the  ways  of  peace,"  but  gives  a 
general  command.  And  he  appears  to  have 
selected  this  case  of  a  man  lying  half  dead, 
in  order  to  contrast  it  with  a  similar  case  sup- 
posed in  the  oral  law. 

"  If  a  Gentile,  an  idolater,  be  seen  perishing, 
or  drowning  in  a  river,  he  is  not  to  be  helped 
out.     If  he  be  seen  near  to  death,  he  is  not  to 
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be  delivered.  But  to  destroy  him  by  active 
means,  or  to  push  him  into  a  pit,  or  such-like 
things,  is  forbidden,  as  he  is  not  at  war  with 
us."*  The  Lord  Jesus  does  not  say  that  the 
man  who  went  down  from  Jerusalem  to  Je- 
richo was  an  idolater.  He  only  says,  "  a 
certain  man."  But  he  evidently  intimates 
that  he  was  such,  for  if  he  had  been  a  Jew^ 
the  priest  and  the  Levite  would  not  have 
passed  him  without  rendering  assistance.  As 
he  was  only  an  idolater,  according  to  the  oral 
law,  the  priest  and  the  Levite  were  not 
simply  not  to  blame  in  leaving  him  to  his 
fate,  but  were  obeying  a  command.  They 
saw  him  perishing— near  to  death.  They 
did  not  use  any  violence  to  accelerate  it. 
They  only  looked  at  him,  and  left  him 
to  perish.  So  far,  then,  the  lawyer  who 
asked  the  question  thought  that  the  priest 
and  Levite  were  in  the  right.  But  then  the 
Lord  Jesus  introduces  a  Samaritan,  whom  the 
oral  law  also  looks  upon  as  an  idolater,  and 
showing  how  he  acted,  he  appeals  to  the  plain 
common  sense  of  the  questioner,  "  Which  of 
these  three  was  neighbour  to  him  that  fell 
among  thieves?"  And  the  lawyer  is  com- 
pelled to  acknowledge,  "He  that  showed 
mercy."  We  make  a  similar  appeal  to  the 
advocates  of  the  oral  law.  We  ask,  which  is, 
the  oral  law  or  the  New  Testament,  the  most 
like  the  law  of  God  ?  The  oral  law  forbids 
you  to  help  a  poor  dying  fellow-creature  in 
his  hour  of  need,  because  he  is  an  idolater. 
It  commands  you  to  stifle  the  natural  in. 
stinct  of  the  human  heart,  which  is  indeed 
the  voice  of  the  God  of  nature— to  be- 
hold the  agonizing  struggles,  and  hear  the 
heartrending  cries  of  a  drowning  fellow- 
sinner,  and  yet  when  you  have  it  in  your 
power  to  snatch  him  from  the  jaws  of  death, 
and  from  that  everlasting  destruction  which 
awaits  him,  to  leave  him  to  his  fate,  without 
help  and  without  pity.  The  New  Testament, 
on  the  contrary,  tells  you,  that  though,  by 
his  idolatry,  he  has  incurred  the  wrath  of  God, 
yet  he  is  your  neighbour— that  it  is  your  duty 
to  help  him,  and  by  that  very  help  to  endea- 
vour to  lead  him  to  the  truth.  AVhich  then 
agrees  with  the  law  of  God  ?  We  are  quite 
sure  that  the  language  of  your  heart  is,  the 
New  Testament  is  right.  The  oral  law  is 
wrong.  Your  brethren  in  France  and  Bavaria 
have  already  proclaimed  that  opinion  to  the 
world.  In  the  answer  of  the  Jewish  deputies 
to  Napoleon  and  in  the  Bavarian  Catechism, 
they  have  said,  "  that  we  are  to  love  our 
•  Hilcboth  Accum,  c.  x.  1. 


fellow- creature  as  ourselves,"  whatever  be 
his  religion.  They  have  thus  made  an 
involuntary  acknowledgment  of  the  supe- 
riority of  the  New  Testament,  and  of  the 
benefit  which  it  has  been  to  the  world.  Just 
suppose,  for  a  moment,  that  the  Scribes  and 
Pharisees  had  succeeded  in  extirpating  the 
doctrine  of  Jesus  of  Nazareth,  what  would 
have  been  the  consequence  to  you  and  to  the 
world  ?  Had  the  doctrines  of  Jesus  perished, 
the  oral  law  would  have  had  an  undisturbed 
and  universal  domination,  for  the  Karaites  have 
always  been  few  in  number,  and  have  never 
exerted  any  influence  on  mankind  at  large. 
The  Jews  in  France,  Bavaria,  as  well  as  in 
England  and  elsewhere,  would  all  have  known 
the  law  only  according  to  the  oral  interpreta- 
tion,  and  consequently  would  not  have  under- 
stood the  command,  "  Thou  shalt  love  thy 
neighbour  as  thyself."  They  would  still  have 
held  the  fearful  doctrine,  that  a  perishing 
idolater  was  not  to  be  helped.  They  would, 
moreover,  have  had  none  but  idolaters  around 
them,  for  all  the  knowledge  of  God  that  pre- 
vails ainongst  us  Gentiles  comes  from  Jesus 
of  Nazareth.  Jew  and  Gentile,  then,  would 
have  lived  "  hateful  and  hating  each  other." 
You  may  think,  perhaps,  that  some  mighty 
spirit  would  have  burst  the  chains  of  tra- 
dition, and  reasserted  the  simple  truth  of 
God.  But  such  an  event  is  altogether  be- 
yond the  limits  of  probability.  One  of  the 
mightiest  intellects  that  ever  dwelt  in  a  tene- 
ment of  clay  was  that  of  Moses,  the  son  of 
Maimon  ;  a  man  whose  learning  and  industry 
were  equal  to  his  genius.  If  ever  there  was  a 
Jew,  who  was  likely  to  overcome  the  prejudices 
of  tradition,  it  was  he.  And  yet  with  all  his 
genius  and  all  his  opportunities,  he  never  was 
able  to  arrive  at  the  true  sense  of  the  command 
which  we  have  just  considered.  The  atro- 
cious passages,  which  we  have  above  discussed, 
are  all  taken  from  his  compendium  of  the 
oral  law.  You  are  indebted,  then,  to  Jesus 
of  Nazareth  for  your  deliverance  from  this 
foul  error.  With  respect  to  your  duty  to  your 
neighbour,  your  own  brethren  in  France  and 
Bavaria  confess,  that  you  are  right  if  you 
follow  Jesus  of  Nazaraeth,  and  that  you  are 
wrong  if  you  follow  those  who  rejected  him. 
Remember,  then,  that  your  duty  to  your 
neighbour  is  half  of  the  whole  law  of  God, 
and  examine  whether  the  Christians,  who  are 
confessedly  right  in  the  second  table  of  the  law, 
do  not,  also,  possess  the  truth  respecting  the 
first. 
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Any  one,  who  considers  the  circumstances 
of  the  Jewish  people  after  the  desolation  of 
the  first  temple,  will  be  inclined  to  make 
great  allowances  for  the  spirit  of  the  rabbi- 
nical laws  against  idolaters.  Idolatry  was  not 
to  them  a  mere  system  of  religious  error.  It 
was  the  source  of  all  their  misfortunes ;  and 
idolaters  were  the  destroyers  of  their  country 
— the  desolaters  of  their  temple — and  their 
own  most  cruel  and  tyrannical  oppressors. 
Scarcely  had  they  emerged  from  the  horrors  of 
the  Babylonish  captivity,  when  they  were  ex- 
posed to  the  insults  and  outrages  as  well  as 
the  persecutions  of  Antiochus  ;  and  hardly 
had  they  recovered  from  the  havoc  of  his  fury, 
before  they  were  overrun  by  the  fierce  and 
haughty  Romans,  who  were  at  last  the  execu- 
tioners of  the  wrath  of  the  Almighty.  They 
not  only  saw  the  abominations  of  idolatry,  but 
they  felt  the  hard  hand  of  the  idolater;  no 
wonder,  then,  if  they  hated  the  man  as  well 
as  the  system.  In  the  Hilchoth  Rotzeach 
there  is  a  law  which  amply  illustrates  the 
misery  of  their  situation,  and  the  habitual 
treatment  which  they  received  from  idolaters. 
According  to  this  law,  *'  It  is  forbidden  to  a 
Jew  to  be  alone  with  Gentiles,  for  they  are 
suspected  of  shedding  blood  ;  neither  is  a  Jew 
to  join  company  with  them  in  the  way  ;  if  he 
meet  a  Gentile,  he  is  to  cause  him  to  pass  on 
his  right-hand  (that  the  Jew,  as  the  com- 
mentary says,  may  be  able  to  defend  himself, 
in  case  the  Gentile  should  make  an  attempt  on 
his  life) ;  if  they  be  ascending  a  height,  or 
going  down  a  descent,  the  Jew  is  not  to  be 
below  and  the  Gentile  above  him  ;  but  the 
Jew  above  and  the  Gentile  below,  lest  he 
should  fall  upon  him  to  kill  him  ;  neither  is 
he  to  stoop  down  before  him,  lest  he  should 
break  his  skull."  What  an  affecting  picture 
does  this  present  of  the  Jews  under  heathen 
domination ;  and  who  can  wonder  if  such 
treatment  called  forth  the  natural  feelings  of 
the  human  heart,  and  dictated  laws  in  the 
same  fierce  and  merciless  spirit  ?  We,  for 
our  part,  are  quite  ready  to  admit  and  to  de- 
plore  the  mighty  provocations,  which  roused 
the  spirit  of  retaliation  in  the  rabbies,  and  con- 
sequently, to  make  all  due  allowance  for  the 
men.  But  that  is  not  the  question  before  us. 
We  are  inquiring  whether  their  religious 
system,  the  oral  law,  is  or  is  not  from  God, 
and  whether  this  religious  system  teaches 
Jews  to  love  all  their  fellow-meu  as   them- 


selves ?  We  have  shown  that  the  evidence 
adduced  on  this  point  by  the  French  and  Ba- 
varian Jews,  proves  the  contrary;  and  is 
therefore,  nothing  to  the  purpose.  But  we 
do  not  wish  to  rest  the  decision  upon  such 
limited  proof,  even  though  it  be  strong  ;  we 
are  willing  to  look  at  the  whole  system,  and 
to  compare  it  with  the  law  and  the  prophets, 
which  we  all  admit  as  divine  authority.  We 
say,  then,  that  the  Talmud  not  only  does  not 
teach  us  to  love  all  our  fellow-men,  but  that 
it  puts  idolaters  altogether  without  the  pale  of 
humanity.  We  have  seen  already  that  it 
forbids  its  followers  to  save  the  life  of  a  pe- 
rishing idolater.  But  it  goes  farther  still,  and 
extends  this  precept  even  to  an  idolater's  in- 
fant, which  knows  not  its  right-hand  from  its 
left. 

:  HTs  'WO  13X132  «'n  mb^o  bm  dV  Di> 
"  A  daughter  of  Israel  shall  not  suckle  the 
son  of  a  heathen  woman,  because  that  would 
be  to  bring  up  a  son  for  idolatry ;  neither 
shall  she  act  as  midv/ife  to  a  heathen  idolatress. 
But  if  she  should,  it  must  be  for  pay,  on  ac- 
count of  the  enmity  (that  might  otherwise  be 
excited)."  (Hilchoth  Accum.,c.ix.  16.)^yhat 
is  meant  by  "pay,  on  account  of  the  enmity,'* 
is  fully  explained  in  the  following  passage, 
which  forbids  a  rabbinical  physician  to  cure  a 
sick  idolater  ; — 
m'jim  d3iD  niw  'iwDib  iiD^iM)  lob  nn«  ]^<5n 

:  -ncN  u:tm  bin  id'Oji  i^snn  m'^<  citrn 
"  Hence  thou  learnest,  that  it  is  forbidden  to 
cure  idolaters  even  for  pay.  But  if  (an  Is- 
raehte)  is  afraid  of  them,  or  is  anxious  on 
account  of  enmity,  he  may  cure  them  for  pay; 
but  to  do  it  gratuitously  is  forbidden."  Hence 
the  commonest  offices  of  humanity  are  for- 
bidden. But  the  Talmud  goes  further  still, 
and  prohibits  even  the  giving  of  good  advice 
to  these  outcasts. 

•  •  •  •  vxan  -nr-b  w  '^yh  niiri  m'$  «^wnb  -nDxi 
i^jnDiio'?  hiVlD  h!?!?  j^'^hm)  bs'  sb«  b^'Dl  HDOnD  iib^ 
:  yv  -\D\D'  '3Vo  xDbn  ]r6  no>?]\D  •  rrpi-s  pb 
('•  It  is  forbidden  to  give   good  advice  to  a 

heathen  or  to  a  wicked  slave Daniel 

was  exposed  to  danger  for  no  other  reason 

than  this,  that  he  advised  Nebuchadnezzar  to 

give  alms,  as  it  is  written,   '  Wherefore,  O 
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king,  let  my  counsel  be  acceptable  unto  thee.' 
Daniel  iv.  23,  in  English  27-)*  A  more 
striking  instance  of  the  spirit  of  the  Talmud 
can  hardly  be  found.  Nebuchadnezzar  was 
the  benefactor  of  Daniel,  and  had  elevated  him 
from  the  situation  of  a  captive  to  the  first  dig- 
nity of  the  empire ;  and  Daniel  had  not 
refused,  but  voluntarily  taken  upon  himself 
the  duties  and  responsibilities  of  the  king's 
chief  adviser.  Under  such  circumstances,  an 
ordinary  reader  of  the  Bible  would  imagine 
that  Daniel  was  bound  by  every  tie  of  gra- 
titude to  his  benefactor,  of  duty  and  fidelity 
to  his  sovereign,  to  give  him  the  best  advice  in 
his  power.  No,  says  the  Talmud.  If  the 
man  be  an  idolater,  gratitude,  duty,  and  fide- 
lity are  out  of  the  question  ;  and  because 
Daniel  exercised  those  godlike  graces,  he  was 
punished.  It  appears,  at  all  events,  on  the 
Talmud's  own  showing,  that  Daniel  was  not 
a  Talmudist.  These  extracts  seem  sufiicient 
to  prove,  that  the  Talmud  altogether  excludes 
idolaters  from  all  benefit  of  the  command, 
*'  Thou  shak  love  thy  neighbour  as  thyself." 
The  system  which  makes  it  unlawful  to 
save  his  life,  to  cure  his  sickness,  to  suckle 
his  child,  to  help  his  wife  in  the  hour  of 
nature's  trial,  or  even  to  give  him  good  advice, 
can  scarcely  be  said  to  teach  us  to  love  all  our 
fellow-men,  without  any  regard  to  religious 
differences.  It  may,  however,  be  said,  that 
the  passages  adduced  lead  to  this  conclusion 
only  by  inference,  and  that  none  of  them  ex- 
pressly declares  that  an  idolater  is  not  our 
neighbour.  We  shall,  therefore,  add  a  few 
passages  where  this  is  plainly  taught. 

^rf's■^b  •  ininb  w^xd  abvD'  -itD^52'©  12)2  ]yn  xbx 

"  He  that  steals  from  a  Gentile,  or  he  that 
steals  property  devoted  to  sacred  purposes,  is  only 
to  pay  the  principal :  for  it  is  said,  '  He  shall 
pay  double  nnio  his  neighbour.^  (Exod.  xxii. 
8,  English  9.)  To  his  neighbour,  not  to  de- 
voted property.  To  his  neighbour,  and  not 
to  a  Gentile.''^  (Hilchoth  Genevah.,  c,  ii.  1.) 
The  same  decision  is  given  with  respect  to 
the  law  found  Levit.  v.  20  (in  English,  vi.  1), 
"  If  a  soul  sin,  and  commit  a  trespass  against 
the  Lord,  and  lie  unto  his  ncighhoui-j  .... 
all  that  about  which  he  has  sworn  falsely;  he 
shall  even  restore  it  in  the  principal,  and 
shall  add  the  fifth  part  more  thereto."  The 
oral  law  says— 
•CQini  i^>n  irsi  i^yTi  T\ii  rh'^'o  ^^y^  ri^r»:n 

:  ^rv'!2■^2  t^TOi  -low^ 
'■'•  He  that  sweareth  to  a  Gentile  must  pay  the 
principal,  but  is  not  bound  to  add  the  fifth 
part — (why  not?)  because  it  is  said,  '  and  lie 

*  Hilchoth  Rotzeach,  c.  xii.  15.  Sec  also  Bava 
Bathra,  fol.  iv.  col.  1.,  about  the  middle  of  (lie  page, 
where  the  pimishiiji  ul  of  Daiiitl  is  more  fully  dis- 
cussed. 


unto  liis  neighbour.'  "  Hilchoth  Gezelah,  c.  i. 
7.  So  that  the  reason  here  assigned  why  the 
Gentile  is  not  to  get  the  fifth  part  in  addition, 
is,  because  he  is  not  a  neighbour.  In  like 
manner,  in  the  xith  chapter  of  this  sarne 
treatise,  which  treats  of  the  restoration  of  things 
found,  it  is  expressly  commanded  to  restore 
whatever  belongs  to  a  Jew,  because  he  is  a 
brother ;  but  to  keep  whatever  belongs  to  an 
idolater,  because  he  is  not  a  brother. 

"  To  restore  to  an  Israelite  any  thing  that 
he  has  lost,  is  an  afiirmative  commandment, 
for  it  is  said,  '  Thou  shalt  in  any  case  bring 
them  again  unto  thy  brother.'    (Deut.  xxii.  1.) 

1-i.^D^TD  nD  E'en  n«  ^Dipb  m^inn  dk^t  •  c^ir  ••S'^i 
:  -nir^Di^  rr;  ^irr  noio.^  '-byi  nn-ii  ii-m  ■':'«-i^>  nx 

"  Any  thing  that  a  Gentile  has  lost  is 
lawful,  for  it  is  said,  '  With  eiU  lost  things  of 
tliy  hrother\s.''  (Deut  xxii.  3)  And  he  that 
restores  it  transgresses  a  transgression,  for  he 
strengthens  the  hands  of  the  wicked  of  the 
world.  But  if  he  restore  it  in  order  to  sanctify 
the  Name,  that  they  may  think  well  of  Israel, 
and  know  that  they  are  honest  people,  this  is 
praiseworthy."  In  these  passages  (and  many 
more  might  be  added  if  it  were  necessary)  it 
is  plainly  taught  that  an  idolatrous  Gentile  is 
not  to  be  regarded  as  "  our  neighbour,"  or  our 
brother.  We  think  then  that  we  have  fully 
proved  that  the  Jewish  deputies  in  France,  and 
the  compilers  of  the  Jewish  Catechism  in  Ba- 
varia, did  not  learn  their  exposition  of  the 
command,  "  Thou  shalt  love  thy  neighbour  as 
thyself"  from  the  Talmud;  neither  in  the 
particular  passage  which  they  quote,  nor  from 
the  general  principles  of  the  Talmudic  system. 
We  have  already  stated  our  belief  that  they 
learned  that  exposition  from  the  New  Testa- 
ment, for  there  it  is  taught  plainly  and  re- 
peatedly. We  quoted,  in  proof,  a  parable 
spoken  by  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ.  We  shall 
now  add  a  few  more  passages  in  confirmation. 

As  to  shoiving  kindness  to  all  our  fellow- 
men,  the  New  Testament  tea,ches  us  to  make 
no  exception  with  regard  to  idolaters,  or  others 
who  have  not  the  same  creed,  but  gives  the 
following  general  rules  : — "  As  we  have, 
therefore,  opportunity,  let  us  do  good  unto 
ALL  MEN,  especially  unto  them  that  are  of 
the  household  of  faith."  (Gal.  vi.  10.)  "See 
that  no  man  render  evil  for  evil  unto  any 
MAN  ;  but  ever  follow  that  which  is  good  both 
among  yourselves,  and  to  all  men."  (1 
Thess.  V.  15)  "  The  Lord  make  you  to  in- 
crease and  abound  in  love  one  toward 
another,  and  towakb  all  31en."  (1.  Thess. 
iil.  12.)  You  observe  that  in  these  general 
rules  the  New  Testament  makes  no  reserva- 
tion with  respect  to  idolaters,  or  epicureans, 


19 


or  heretics,  or  any  other  of  those  unfortunate 
beings  whom  the  Tahnud  outlaws  from  ill 
the  common  charities  of  humanity.  It  com- 
mands us  to  do  good  to  all — and  that  not  to 
avoid  enmity,  nor  for  the  sake  of  the 
ways  of  peace,  nor  because  we  are  afraid,  nor 
because  we  wish  them  to  speak  well  of  us, 
and  to  be  thought  honest  people,  but  because 
it  is  our  duty.  The  New  Testament  requires 
of  its  followers,  not  only  to  abstain  "  from 
active  violence"  in  injuring  them,  but  to  do 
active  good  in  assisting  them,  and  the  examples, 
which  it  proposes  for  our  imitation,  are  of  (he 
same  character  as  the  precepts  which  it  im- 
poses upon  our  obedience.  It  sets  before  us 
Jesus  of  Nazareth,  whom  the  traditionisis 
crucified,  praying  for  his  murderers,  and 
saying,  "  Father,  forgive  them  ;  for  they  know 
not  what  they  do" — and  Stephen,  his  first 
martyr,  interceding  for  them  that  stoned  him, 
'  Lord,  lay  not  this  sin  to  their  charge."  And 
Paul,  whose  feelings  to  those  who  differed 
from  him  in  religion  are  thus  expressed, 
"  Brethren,  my  heart's  desire  and  my  prayer 
to  God  for  Israel  is  that  they  may  be  saved." 
It  sets  before  us  the  disciples  of  the  Lord  Jesus 
healing  the  diseases  of  all  who  applied, 
without  reference  to  their  religious  opinions. 
(Acts  xix.  11).  We  repeat  our  question, 
then,  which  system  is  according  to  the  truth 
and  the  will  of  Gud,  the  Talmud,  or  the  New 
Testament  ?  Your  brethren  in  France  and 
Bavaria  have  declared,  by  adopting  the  New 
Testament  exposition,  that  it  is  right;  and  by 
rejecting  the  intolerant  principle  which  per- 
vades the  oral  law,  that  the  oral  law  is  wrong. 
We  trust  that  your  hearts  respond  to  their  de- 
clarations. But  we  do  not  rest  the  decision 
on  the  natural  feelings  of  the  heart,  we  appeal 
to  Moses  and  the  prophets. 

The  question  is,  do  the  laws,  which  God 
gave  respecting  the  idolatrous  nations  of 
Canaan,  apply  to  all  other  idolaters,  and  under 
all  circumstances  ?  The  oral  law  answers  this 
question  in  the  affirmative,  and  hence  the 
source  of  all  those  revolting  laws  which  we 
have  just  considered.  But  the  oral  law  is 
wrong  :  1st,  Because  it  draws  a  general  con- 
clusion from  a  particular  case,  which  is  con- 
trary to  all  sound  reasoning.  That  the  com- 
mand to  destroy  these  nations  was  pecu- 
liar  appears  from  the  command  itself — God 
does  not  speak  generally  of  all  the  heathen,  I 
but  only  of  certain  nations  which  he  specifies 
— "  When  the  Lord  thy  God  shall  bring 
thee  into  the  land,  whither  thou  goest  to  pos- 
sess it,  and  hath  cast  out  many  nations  before 
thee,  the  Hittites,  and  the  Girgashites,  and 
the  Amorites,  and  the  Canaanites,  and  the 
Perrizzites,  and  the  Hivites,  and  the  Jebusites, 
seven  nations  greater  and  mightier  than  thou  ; 
and  when  the  Lord  thy  God  shall  deliver  them 
before  thee  ;  thou  shalt  smite  them,  and 
utterly  destroy  them ;    thou  shalt  make    no . 


covenant  with,  nor  shew  mercy  unto  them." 
(Deut.  vii.  1,  2.)  Here  the  command  is  pre- 
cise, and  is  as  much  violated  by  extending  it 
to  those,  to  whom  God  has  not  extended  it,  as 
by  refusing  to  execute  it  on  those,  whom  He 
has  here  designated  as  the  just  victims  of  his 
wrath. 

2dly,  The  oral  law  is  wrong  in  this  general 
application,  for  it  contradicts  the  written  law — 
God  expressly  distinguishes  between  these 
and  the  other  nations — ^-  When  thou  comest 
nigh  unto  a  city  to  fight  against  it,  then  pro- 
claim peace  unto  it.  And  it  shall  be,  if  it 
make  thee  answer  of  peace,  and  open  unto 
thee,  then  it  shall  be,  that  all  the  people  that 
is   found    therein   shall    be   tributaries    unto 

thee,  and  they  shall  serve  thee Thus 

shalt  thou  do  unto  all  the  cities  which  are  very 
far  from  thee,  which  are  not  of  the  cities  of 
these  nations.  But  of  the  cities  of  these  peo- 
ple, which  the  Lord  thy  God  doth  give  thee 
for  an  inheritance,  thou  shalt  save  alive  nothing 
that  breaiheth,  but  thou  shalt  utterly  destroy 
them;  the  Hittites,  and  the  Amorites,  the 
Canaanites,  and  the  Perizzites,  the  Hivites,  and 
the  Jebusites ;  as  the  Lord  thy  God  hath 
commanded  thee."  (Deut.  xx.  10,  18.)  In 
the  first  case  God  commands  mercy — in  the 
second,  extermination.  And  if,  as  in  the  first 
case,  he  commands  merciful  dealing  even  to  a 
nation  at  war  with  Israel,  much  more  does  he 
command  it  towards  those,  with  whom  Israel  is 
not  at  war. 

3dly,  The  written  law  not  only  gives  a 
general  rule,  but  lays  down  exceptions  founded 
on  certain  principles.  "  Thou  shalt  not  abhor 
an  Edomite,  for  he  is  thy  brother ;  thou  shalt 
not  abhor  an  Egyptian,  because  thou  wast  a 
stranger  in  his  land."  (Deut.  xxiii.  7-)  Now 
the  Egyptians  were  idolaters,  yet  God  com- 
mands the  Israelites  not  to  abhor  them,  and 
gives  a  reason  which  will  now  apply  to  most 
nations  of  the  earth — "  Because  thou  wast  a 
stranger  in  his  land."  Suppose,  then,  that  a 
rabbinist  were  to  see  an  Egyptian  drowning, 
is  he  to  show  him  mercy  ?  To  say  No,  will 
contradict  the  written  lav/  ;  and  to  say  Yes, 
will  overthrow  the  monstrous  fabric  of  rabbi- 
nic legislation  respecting  idolaters. 

4thly,  The  general  practice  of  the  Israel- 
ites, as  described  in  the  subsequent  books  of 
the  Old  Testament,  directly  contradicts  the 
oral  lav/.  We  have  seen  already  that  the 
prophet  Daniel  did  not  hold  the  doctrine,  that 
no  mercy  was  be  shown  to  an  idolater.  When 
he  knew  of  the  judgment  that  was  about  to 
descend  on  Nebuchadnezzar,  he  was  deeply 
distressed.  "  He  was  astonied  for  one  hour, 
and  his  thoughts  troubled  him  ;"  and  instead 
of  leaving  the  idolater  to  perish,  he  endea- 
voured to  find  means  to  ward  off  the  calamity. 
The  prophet  Elisha  was  of  the  same  mind  ; 
when  the  idolatrous  leper  came  to  him  for 
help,  he   administered  it,  and,  contrary  to  the 
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Talmudic  command,  he  administered  it  ffra- 
tuitoushj  ;  and   Gehazi,  for  acting  in  confor- 
mity to  Talmudic  ordinance,  and  making  the 
idolater  pay,  was    smitten  with   the  leprosy. 
(2  Kings  V.  20.)     In   like  manner,  when  the 
Syrian  host  was  miraculously  led  into  Samaria, 
and  the  King  of  Israel  proposed  to  act  as  a 
Talmudist  and  smile  them,  the  man  of  God 
answered,    "  Thou    shalt   not   smite   them  ; 
wouldest  thou   smite  those  whom  thou  hast 
taken  with  thy  sword  and  bow  ?     Set  bread 
and  water  before  them,  that  they  may  eat  and 
drink  and  go  to  their  master.  "     (2  Kings  vi. 
21,  22.)     This  answer  is  important,  as  it  not 
only  furnishes  an  example,  but  exhibits  the 
principle,  according  to  which  idolatrous  cap- 
lives,  not  Canaanites,  were  to  be  treated.   The 
prophet  appeals  to  the  general  rule,  "  Wouldest 
thou  smite  those  whom  thou  hast  taken  captive 
with  thy  sword  and  bow  ?"  Even  then,  as  they 
are    not    Canaanites,  they  ought    not   to  be 
smitten  ;  therefore,   in  this  case  much  more, 
they  ought  to  be  treated  with  mercy.     We 
have  still  another  instance  of  a  prophet  acting 
contrary  to  the  oral  law,  and   in   conformity 
with  the  New  Testament  interpretation.     The 
prophet  Jonah  once  saw  idolaters  "  nigh  unto 
death,"  and  ready  to  sink  in  the  great  deep, 
but  he  had  mercy  on  them,  and  pointed  out 
the  means  of  deliverance.     When  he  fled  from 
the  presence  of  the  Lord,  the  mariners  in  whose 
ship   he  sailed   were  idolaters  ;  for   when  the 
storm  raged,  it  is  said,  "  They  cried  every 
man  unto  his  god."     In  their  anguish  they 
said  unto  him,  "  What  shall  we  do  unto  thee, 
that  the  sea  may  be  calm  unto  us  ?"    In  other 
words,  "  What  shall  we  do  to  save  our  lives  ?" 
Now  if  Jonah  had  been  a  Talmudist,  it  would 
have  been  plainly  not  his  duty  to  have  told 
them,  but  to  have  allowed  the  sea  to  rage  on 
until  the  ship  went  to  pieces,  and  he  had  the 
satisfaction  of  seeing   the  idolaters  go  to  the 
bottom.     This   would  have    been   an  act  of 
obedience  to  a  precise  command,  and   could 
have  made  no  difference  to  Jonah.     For,  as  to 
himself,  there   are  tv/o  suppositions  possible, 
either  he  knew  that  the  Lord  had  prepared  a 
fish  to  swallow  him,  or  he  knew  it  not.     If 
he  knew  it,  then  he  was  secure  of  his  own 
safety,  and   would  have  known  that  the  fish 
could  find  him  out  just  as  readily  if  the  ship 
went  to  pieces,  as  if  the  idolaters  threw  him 
into  the  sea.     It  would,  therefore,  have  been 
doubly  his  duty  to  conceal  from  the  idolaters 
the  means  of  deliverance.    On  this  supposition, 
Jonah's  counsel  to  them  can  only  be  accounted 
for  on  the  principle  that  he  was  not  a  Talmu- 


dist, but  considered  it  his  duty  to  save  the 
lives  of  perishing  idolaters,  even  when  nothing 
was  to  be  feared  or  to  be  gained.  If,  on  the 
other  hand,  he  did  not  know  of  the  fish,  he 
must  have  expected  a  watery  grave,  whether 
the  idolaters  threw  him  into  the  sea,  or 
whether  he  waited  until  the  ship  went  to 
pieces.  In  this  case,  also,  if  a  Talmudist, 
it  would  have  been  his  duty  to  have  stayed 
where  he  was,  and  if  he  perished,  die  in  the 
fulfilment  of  the  command,  to  show  no  mercy 
to  idolaters.  But  he  did  not — he  had  com- 
passion on  them,  and,  to  save  their  lives,  re- 
linquished his  only  chance  of  safety,  by  telling 
them  to  throw  him  into  the  sea.  It  is  plain, 
therefore,  that  Jonah  was  not  a  Talmudist. 
We  have  here,  then,  three  inspired  prophets, 
Daniel,  Elisha,  and  Jonah,  all  bearing  a  prac- 
tical testimony  against  the  Talmudic  prin- 
ciple, which  extends  God's  law  against  the 
Canaanites  to  all  idolaters,  and  under  all  cir- 
cumstances. 

Lastly,  we  have  the  testimony  of  the  God 
of  Israel  himself.    He  who  gave  the  command 
to  destroy  the  Canaanites  on  account  of  their 
exceeding    wickedness,    shows    by    his    own 
dealings  with  the  world,  that  this  case  is  an 
exception    to    the    general    rule,    for    "  The 
Lord  is  good    to    all,  and   his    mercies    are 
over    all    his    works."       He    provides    food 
and  clothing  for  the  idolater,  as  well  as  for 
those    who    worship    him    in  truth ;    or,    as 
the    New    Testament    says,    *'  He    maketh 
his  sun  to  rise  on  the  evil  and  on  the  good, 
and    sendeth   rain  on  the    just  and  the  un- 
just."      (Matt.  vi.  45.)       He,   then,    whose 
conduct  most  resembles  that  of  his  Creator,  is, 
beyond  all  doubt,  the   nearest  to  the  truth. 
The   Talmud,    therefore,  is  wrong,  and  the 
New    Testament    explanation   of   the    com- 
mand, "  Thou  shalt  love   thy  neighbour   as 
thyself,"  is  right.    We  ask  the  Jews,  then,  to 
account  for  this  fact,  that  Jesus  of  Nazareth 
was   right,  and   those  who   condemned   him 
wrong,  respecting  one-half  of  the  whole  law. 
And  we  ask,  moreover,  those  Jews  who  abhor 
the  above  Talmudic  principles,  how  they  can 
conscientiously  join  in  the  synagogue  prayers, 
which  ascribe  to  the  Talmud  Divine  authority  ? 
We  ask  them  why,  at  the  very  least,   they 
have  never   publicly  protested  against   these 
enormities ;  but  allow  their  brethren  through 
the  world  to  remain  victims  to  a  system,  which 
not  only  contradicts  the  written  law  of  God, 
but  outrages  all  the  better  feelings  of  even 
fallen  humanity  ? 
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When,  at  the  close  of  the  fifteenth  century, 
the  Jews  were  driven  out  of  Spain,  some  of  the 
magnanimous  exiles,  who  had  preferred  loss  of 
all  things  to  a  compulsory  change  ci^  religion, 
arrived  at  the  frontiers  of  Portugal,  and  there 
sought  an  asylum.  A  permanent  abode  was 
refused,  and  a  temporary  sojourn  was  granted 
them  on  two  conditions — 1st,  that  each  should 
pay  a  certain  quantity  of  gold  for  his  admis- 
sion ;  and  2dly,  that  if  they  were  found  in 
Portugal  after  a  certain  day,  they  should  either 
consent  to  be  baptised,  or  be  sold  for  slaves.* 
Now  Jews  of  every  degree  and  shade  of  reli- 
gious belief  will  agree  with  us,  that  these  con- 
ditions were  most  disgraceful  to  those  who 
imposed  them.  To  refuse  gratuitous  assistance 
to  the  poor  and  needy,  merely  because  they 
had  been  brought  up  in  a  different  religious 
faith,  was  utterly  unworthy  of  those  professing 
faith  in  divine  revelation.  To  compel  the  un- 
fortunate to  choose  between  loss  of  liberty  or  of 
conscience  was  the  act  of  a  tiend.  But  now 
suppose  that  the  Portuguese  had  endeavoured 
to  persuade  these  poor  exiles  that  their  conduct, 
however  base  it  might  appear,  was  commanded 
by  God  himself.  Suppose,  further,  that  when 
called  upon  to  prove  that  this  command  was  from 
God,  they  had  confessed  that  no  such  command 
was  to  be  found  in  the  written  books  of  their  re- 
ligion, that  it  was  only  a  tradition  of  their  oral 
law,  do  you  think  that  the  Jewish  exiles  would 
have  been  satisfied  with  such  proof,  and  sub- 
mitted ?  Would  they  not,  in  the  first  place, 
have  questioned  the  authority  of  a  command 
resting  merely  upon  uncertain  tradition  ?  And 
would  they  not  have  argued,  from  the  detestable 
nature  of  the  command  itself,  that  it  could  not 
possibly  emanate  from  the  God  of  truth  and 
love  ?  We  ask  you  then  to  apply  these  prin- 
ciples to  ncVriUJ  n-nn  the  oral  law.  The  Por- 
tuguese refused  to  perform  an  act  of  humanity 
to  the  unfortunate  Jewish  exiles,  unless  they 
were  paid  for  it.  Your  oral  law,  as  we  showed 
in  our  last  number,  forbids  you  to  give  me- 
dical advice  to  a  sick  idolater  gratuitously. 
The  Portuguese  voluntarily  undertook  to  con- 
vert the  Jews  by  force.  Your  oral  law  teaches 
compulsory  conversion  as  a  divine  command. 
If  the  oral  law  could  be  enforced,  liberty  of 
conscience  would  be  at  an  end.  Neither  Jew 
nor  Gentile  would  be  permitted  to  exercise  the 
judgment,  which  God  has  given  him.  His  only 
alternative  would  be  submission  to  rabbinic 
*  Jost,  volume  vii.  p.  91. 


authority,  or  death.  The  dreadful  command 
to  kill,  by  any  means,  those  Israelites  who 
have  become  epicureans,  or  idolaters,  or  apos- 
tates, is  well  known,t  and  sufficiently  proves 
that  the  oral  law  recognises  no  such  thing  as 
liberty  of  conscience  in  Israel.  It  pronounces 
a  man  an  apostate  if  he  denies  its  divine  au- 
thority, and  demands  his  hfe  as  the  penalty. 
The  execution  of  this  one  command  would  fill 
the  world  with  bh'od  and  horror ;  and  recal 
all  the  worst  features  of  inquisitorial  tyranny. 
Not  now  to  mention  those  Israelites  who  have 
embraced  Christianity,  there  are  in  England 
and  every  part  of  Europe  niany  high-minded 
and  honourable  Jews,  who  have  practically  re- 
nounced the  authority  of  the  oral  Jaw.  The 
rabbinical  millennium  would  commence  by 
handing  over  all  such  to  the  executioner. 
Their  talents,  their  virtue,  their  learning,  their 
moral  excellence,  would  avail  nothing.  Found 
guilty  of  epicureanism  or  apostacy,  because 
they  dared  to  think  for  themselves,  and  to  act 
according  to  their  convictions,  they  would  have 
to  undergo  the  epicurean's  or  the  apostate's  fate. 
Such  is  the  toleration  of  the  oral  law  towards 
native  Israelites,  but  it  is  equally  severe  to 
converts.  It  allows  no  second  thoughts.  It 
legislates  for  relapsed  converts,  as  the  Spanish 
Inquisition  did  for  those  Jews  who,  after  em- 
bracing Christianity,  returned  to  their  former 
faith,  and  sentences  all  such  to  death. 

r«  •  cmp'^  ^'^'^'^  ■'^''^  ^'^'^^  ^^  ^^'^"^^  '^  '"^^^^ 

"  A  Noahite  who  has  become  a  prosL-lyte,  and 
bten  circumcised  and  baptised,  ai  d  afterwards 
wishes  to  return  from  after  the  Lord,  and  to  be 
only  a  sojourning  proselyte,  as  he  was  before, 
is  not  to  be  listened  to — on  the  contrary,  either 
let  him  be  an  Israelite  in  every  thing,  or  let 
him  be  put  to  death."  (Hilchoth  31elachim, 
c.  X.  3.)  I"  this  law  there  is  an  extraor- 
dinary severity.  The  oral  law  admits  that  a 
Noahite,  that  is,  a  heathen  who  has  taken  upon 
himself  the  seven  commandments  of  the 
children  of  Noah,  may  be  saved.  It  cannot, 
therefore,  be  said  that  the  severity  was  dictated 
by  a  wish  to  deter  men  from  error,  and  to  re- 
strain them  from  rushing  upon  everlasting  ruin, 
as  the  inquisition  pleads.  The  oral  law  goes 
a  httle  further,  and  not  only  will  not  permit  a 
man  to  change  his  creed,  but  will  not  even 
t  Hilchoth  Rotzeach,  c.  iv.  10. 
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suffer  him  to  change  his  ceremonial  observances. 
Thoiigli  the  man  should  commit  no  crime,  and 
though  he  sliould  continue  to  worship  the  one 
true  God  in  spirit  and  in  truth,  yet  if  he  only 
alter  the  outward  forms  of  his  religion,  modern 
Judaism  requires  that  he  should  be  put  to 
death. 

But  the  tender  care  of  the  oral  law  is  not 
limited  to  the  narrow  confines  of  Judaism,  it 
extends  also  to  the  heathen,  amongst  whom  it 
directs  the  true  faith  to  be  propagated  by  the 
sword.  First,  it  gives  a  particular  rule.  In 
case  of  war  with  the  Gentiles,  it  commands 
the  Jews  to  offer  peace  on  two  conditions — 
the  one  that  they  should  become  tributaries, 
the  other  that  they  should  renounce  idolatry 
and  take  upon  them  the  seven  precepts  of  the 
Noahites,  and  then  adds — 

•  D'bnjn  DnDn  ba  piim  nonba  Dnoi-  ^^XDiy 

"  But  if  they  will  not  make  peace,  or  if 
they  will  make  peace  but  will  not  take  upon 
them  the  seven  commandments,  the  war  is  to 
be  carried  on  against  them,  and  all  tlie  adult 
males  are  to  be  put  to  death  ;  and  their  pro- 
perty and  their  little  ones  are  to  be  taken  as 
plunder.  But  no  woman  or  male  infant  is  to  be 
put  to  death,  for  it  is  said,  '  The  women  and 
the  little  ones'  (Deut.  xx.  14),  and  here 
little  ones  means  male  infants."  (Hilchoth 
Melachim,  c.  vi.  4.)  Now  what  difference, 
we  would  ask,  is  there  between  the  conduct 
here  prescribed,  and  that  actually  practised  by 
the  Portuguese,  at  the  period  above  referred 
to,  and  thus  described  by  a  Jew:*—'*  At  the 
expiration  of  the  appointed  timr,  most  of  the 
Jews  had  emigrated,  but  many  still  remained 
in  the  country.  The  King  therefore  gave 
orders  to  take  away  from  them  all  their  chil- 
dren under  fourteen  years  of  age,  to  distribute 
them  amongst  Christians,  to  send  them  to  the 
newly-discovered  islands,  and  thus  to  pluck 
up  Judaisra'by  the  roots.  Dreadful  was  the 
cry  of  lamentation  uttered  by  the  parents,  but 
the  unfortunates  found  no  mercy."  Do  you 
condemn  this  conduct  in  the  Portuguese  ? 
Be  then  consistent,  and  condemn  it  in  the 
Talmud  too.  As  for  ourselves,  we  abhor  it 
as  much,  yea  more,  in  those  calling  them- 
selves Christians.  We  look  upon  the  actors 
in  that  transaction  as  a  disgrace  to  the  Chris- 
tian name,  and  the  deed  itself  as  a  foul  blot 
upon  the  hisiory  of  Christendom.  But  we 
cannot  help  thinking  that,  dreadful  and  de- 
testable as  this  mode  of  conversion  is,  it 
pleased  God  in  his  providence  to  suffer  wicked 
men  thus  to  persecute  Israel,  that  the  Jews 
might  have  a  practical  experience  of  the  wick- 
edness of  the  oral  law,  and  thus  be  led  to 
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reject  such  persecuting  principles.  The  Jewish 
nation  rejected  the  liord  Jesus  Christ,  and 
preferred  the  oral  law.  This  law,  not  dic- 
tated by  a  spirit  of  retaliation  upon  the  Por- 
tuguese,  but  invented  by  the  Pharisees  cen- 
turies  before  Portugal  was  a  kingdom,  com- 
manded the  Jews  to  convert  the  heathen  by 
force,  to  murder  all  who  would  not  consent  to 
be  thus  converted,  and  to  take  away  the 
children.  And  God  suffered  them  to  fall  into 
the  hands  of  men  of  similar  principles,  who 
took  away  their  children,  attempted  to  convert 
themselves  by  force,  and  sold  for  slaves  the 
Jews  who  refused  to  be  thus  converted  ;  so 
that  the  very  misfortunes  of  the  nation  testify 
aloud  against  those  traditions  which  they  pre- 
ferred to  the  Word  of  God.  But  perhaps 
some  Jew  will  say  that  this  is  only  a  particu- 
lar command,  referring  to  the  nations  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  land  of  Israel.  We  reply, 
that  the  command  to  convert  the  heathen  by 
force,  is  not  particular,  but  general,  referring 
to  the  whole  world.  If  the  Jews  had  the 
power,  this  is  the  conduct  which  they  are  to 
pursue  towards  all  the  nations  of  the  earih. 

>«i  Vd  n«  niD'?  minnn  'do  im  nujo  ni:?  pi 
«'?'©  ^Q  ^31  •  m  '22  ^r£}:iw  ni^n  bivb  Dwn 

:  airr  byp 
"  And  thus  Moses,  our  master,  has  com- 
manded us,  by  divine  tradition,  to  compel  all 
that  come  into  the  world  to  take  upon  them- 
selves the  commandments  imposed  upon  the 
sons  of  Noah,  and  whosoever  will  not  receive 
them  is  to  be  put  to  death."  (Hilchoth 
Melachim,  c.  viii.  4.) 

Such  is  the  Talmudic  system  of  toleration, 
and  such  the  means  which  it  prescribes  for 
the  conversion  of  the  world.  We  acknow- 
ledge that  persons  caUing  themselves  Chris- 
tians  have  had  an  oral  law  very  similar  in  its 
principles  and  precepts,  but  we  fearlessly  chal- 
lenge the  whole  world  to  point  out  any  thirig 
similar  in  the  doctrines  of  Jesus  Christ,  or  in 
the  writings  of  his  apostles.  The  New  Testa- 
tament  does,  indeed,  teach  us  to  seek  the  con- 
version of  tlie  world,  not  by  force  of  arms,  but 
by  teaching  the  truth.  "  Go  ye,  therefore, 
and  make  disciples  of  all  nations,  baptizing 
them  in  the  name  of  the  Father,  and  of  the 
Son,  and  of  the  Holy  Ghost ;  teaching  them 
to  observe  all  things  whatsoever  I  have  com- 
manded you."  (Matt,  xxviii.  19.)  In  the 
parable  of  the  tares  and  wheat,  Jesus  of  Naza- 
reth hath  expressly  taught  us.  that  physical 
force  is  not  to  be  employed  in  order  to  re- 
move moral  error.  The  servants  are  repre- 
sented as  asking  the  master  of  the  house, 
whether  they  should  go  and  root  out  the  tares 
that  grew  amongst  tlie  wheat,  but  the  answer 
is,  "Nay,  lest  while  ye  gather  up  the  tares, 
ye  root  up  also  the  wheat  with  them.  Let 
both  grow  together  until  the  harvest ;  and  in 
the  time  of  harvest  I  will  say  to  the  reapers. 
Gather  ye  together  first  the  tares,  and  bind 
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them  in  bundles  to  burn   them  :  but  gniher 
the  wheat  into  my  barn."     (Matt.  xiii.  24— 
43.)     He  tells  us  expressly  to  have  nothing  to 
do  with  the  sword,   "  For  all  they  that  take 
the   sword,   sh  ill   perish    with    the    sword." 
(Matt.  XX vi.  52.)      And  therefore  the  apostle 
says,  "  The  weapons  of  our  warfare  are  )iot 
carnal,  but  mighty  through  God  to  the  pull- 
ing  down    of  strongholds."     (2  Cor.    x.  4.) 
Here  again,  then,  there  is  a  great  difference 
between  the  oral  law  and  the  New  Testament. 
The  former  commands  that  the  truth  be  main- 
tained   and   propagated  by  the  sword.     The 
latter  tells  us  that  "■  faith  cometh  by  hearing, 
and  hearing  by  the  Word  of  God."      Which, 
then,  is  most  agreeable  to  the  doctrine  of  Moses 
and  the  prophets  ?     We  answer  fearlessly,  the 
means  prescribed  by  the  New  Testament,  for — 
1st,  No  instance  can  be  adduced  from  the 
Old  Testament,  in  which  God  conmianded  the 
propagation  of  the  truth  by  the  power  of  the 
sword.     The  extirpation   of  the  seven  nations 
of  Canaan  is  not  in  point,  for  the  Israelites 
were  not  commanded  to  make  them  any  offer 
of  mercy  on   condition   of  conversion.     The 
measure  of  their  iniquity  was  full,  and  there- 
fore the  command  to  destroy  every  soul  abso- 
lute.    Neither  in  the  command  referred  to  by 
Mamonides  is  there  the  least  reference  to  con- 
version.      It    simply    says,    "  When    thou 
comest  nigh   unto  a  city  to  fight  against  it, 
then  proclaim  peace  unto  it.      And  it  shall  be 
if  it  make  thee  answer  of  peace,  and  open 
unto  thee,  then  it  shall  be  that  all  the  people 
that  is  found  therein  shall  be  tributaries  unto 
thee,  and  they  shall  serve  thee.     And  if  it 
will  make  no  peace  with  thee,  but  will  make 
war  against  thee,  then  thou  shalt  besiege  it : 
and  when  the  Lord  thy  God  hath  delivered  it 
into  thine  hands,  thou  shalt  smite  every  male 
thereof  with  the  edge  of  the  sword.     But  the 
women  and  the  little  ones,  and  the  cattle,  and 
all  that  is  in  the  city,  even  all  the  spoil  there- 
of, shalt  thou  lake  unto  thyself."     (Deut.  xx. 

10 14.)     Here  is  not  one  word  said  about 

conversion,  or  about  the  seven  commandments 
of  the  sons  of  Noah.  The  command  itself  is 
hypothetical,  "  When  thou  comest  nigh  unto 
a  city;"  and  therefore  gives  no  colour  nor 
pretext  for  setting  out  on  a  war  of  conversion, 
"  to  compel  all  that  come  into  the  world." 
As  it  stands,  it  is  a  humane  and  merciful  di- 
rection to  restrain  the  horrors  of  the  then  pre- 
vailing system  of  warfare ;  and  beautifully 
,  exemplifies  the  value  which  God  sets  upon  the 
life  of  man,  whatever  his  nation  or  his  reli- 
gion. He  will  not  suffer  it  to  be  destroyed 
unnecessarily  ;  and  even  in  case  of  extremity, 
he  commands  the  lives  of  the  women  and 
the  children,  who  never  bore  arms  against 
Israel,  to  be  spared.  There  is  not  a  syllable 
about  forcing  their  consciences:  that  is  all 
pure   gratuitous    addition   of    the   oral   law, 


which    turns   a    merciful   command   into   an 
occasion  of  bigotry  and  religious  tyranny. 

2dly,    As   God  has  given  no  command  to 
propagate  religion   by  the  sword,   so  neither 
has  He  given   any  countenance  to  such  doc- 
trine, by  tlie   instrumentality  which  He  has 
employed   for  the  preservation  of  religion  in 
the  world.     He  did  not  choose  a  mighty  na- 
tion   of  soldiers    as    the   depositories    of  his 
truth,  nor  any  of  the  overturners  of  kingdoms 
for  his  prophets.     If  it  had  been  his  intention 
to  convert  the  world  by  force  of  arms,  Nim- 
rod  would  have  been  a  more  suitable  instru- 
ment tlian  Abraham,  and  the  mighty  kingdom 
of  Egypt  more  fitted  for  the  task  than  the 
family  of  Hebrew  captives.     But  by  the  very 
choice  He  showed,  that  truth  vvastobe  propa- 
gated by  divine  power  working  conviction  in 
the    minds    of    men,    and   not   by    physical 
strength.     It  would  liave  been  just  as  easy  for 
him  to  have  turned  every  Hebrew  captive  in 
Egypt  into  a  Sampson,  as  to  turn  the  waters 
into  blood;   and  to  have  sent  them   into  the 
world  to  overturn  idolatry  by  brute  force;  but 
He  preferred  to  enlighten  the  minds  of  men  by 
exhibiting  a  series  of  miracles,  calculated  to 
convince  them  of  his  eternal  power  and  God- 
head.    When  the  ten  tribes  revolted,  and  fell 
away  into  idolatry.    He   did  not   employ  the 
sword  of  Judah,  but  the  voice  of  his  prophets, 
to  recal  them  to  the  truth.     He  did  not  com- 
pel them,  as  the  oral  law  would  have  done,  to 
an  outward  profession,  but  dealt  with  them  as 
with  rational  beings,    and   left  them    to   the 
choice  of  their  hearts.     Nineveh  was  not  con- 
verted by  Jewish  soldiers,  but  by  the  preach- 
ing of  Jonah.     So  far  is  God  from  command- 
ing the  propagation  of  religion  by  the  sword, 
that  He  would  not  even  suffer  a  man  of  war 
to  build   a  temple  for  his   worship.     When 
David  thought  of  erecting  a  temple,  the  Lord 
I  said    unto    him,    "  Thou    hast    shed    blood 
I  abundantly,  and  hast  made  great  wars;   thou 
I  shalt  not  build  an  house  unto  my  name,  be- 
j  cause  thou  hast  shed  nmch  blood  upon  the 
earth."      (I    Chron.  xxii.    8.)     Thus   hath 
God   shown   his   abhorrence    of    compulsory 
i  conversion,  and  in  all  his  dealings  confirmed 
j  his  word,  "  Not  by  might  nor  by  power,  but 
j  by  my   Spirit,    saith    the    Lord    of    hosts." 
'  (Zech.  iv.  0.) 

I  3dly,  God  has  in  his  Word  promised  the 
I  conversion  of  the  world,  but  not  by  the  means 
prescribed  in  the  oral  law.  His  promise  to 
Abraham  was,  "In  thy  seed  shall  all  the  fa- 
milies of  the  earth  be  blessed."  (Gen.  xxii.  18.) 
Now  this  can  hardly  mean  that  his  descendants 
are  to  treat  all  nations,  as  the  Portuguese  treated 
the  Jews.  The  Ixxiid  Psalm  gives  rather  a 
different  view  of  the  fulfilment  of  this  promise. 
It  promises  not  a  victorious  soldier  like  JMa- 
homet,  but  one  "  in  whose  days  the  righteous 
shall  flourish,  and  abundance  of  peace  so  long 
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as  the  moon  endureth All  nations 

shall  call  Him  blessed."  The  prophet  Isaiah 
tells  us  "  that  out  of  Zion  shall  go  forth  (not 
conquering  armies  to  compel,  but)  the  law, 
and  the  Word  of  the  Lord  from  Jerusalem. 
And  he  shall  judge  among  the  nations,  and 
rebuke  many  people ;  and  they  shall  beat  their 
swords  into  plowshares,  and  their  spears  into 
pruning-hooks  ;  nation  shall  not  lift  up  sword 
against  nation,  neither  shall  they  learn  war 
any  more."  Zechariah  says,  "  He  shall  speak 
peace  to  the  heathen ;"  and  declares  that  the 
conversion  of  the  world  will  not  be  the  reward 
of  conquest,  but  the  result  of  conviction.  "  In 
those  days  it  shall  come  to  pass,  that  ten  men 
shall  take  hold,'  out  of  all  the  languages  of  the 
nations,  even  shall  take  hold  of  the  skirt  of  him 
that  is  a  Jew,  saying,  We  will  go  with  you, 
for  -we  have  heard  that  God  is  with  you." 
(Zech.  viii.  23.)  Here  again,  then,  you  see 
that  whilst  the  oral  law  differs  from  Moses 
and  the  prophets,  the  New  Testament  agrees 
with  them.  Account,  then,  for  this  extraordinary 
fact,  that  whilst  the  whole  Jewish  nation  lost 
the  great  and  glorious  doctrine  of  liberty  of 
conscience,  it  has  been  preserved  for  you  and 
for  all  mankind  by  Jesus  of  Nazareth.  Just 
suppose  that  the  principles  of  the  Talmud  had 
triumphed,  either  amongst  the  Jews  or  the 
Portuguese,  what  would  have  been  the  conse- 
quence to  the  world  ?  If  the  Talmudists  had 
attained  to  supreme  power,  we  should  have  had 
to  choose  between  compulsory  conversion  and 
the  sword.  If  the  Portuguese  had  attained 
to  universal  dominion,  both  you  and  we  should 
have  had  the  alternative  of  compulsory  con- 
version or  the  fires  of  the  inquisition.  In 
either  case,  the  noblest  and  most  precious  gift 
that  the  God  of  heaven  ever  sent  down  to  earth, 
liberty  of  conscience,  would  have  been  extinct. 
But,  thank  God,  the  doctrine  of  Jesus  of  Na- 
zareth has  triumphed  over  the  oral  laws  of 
both  Jews  and  Portuguese,  and  the  result  is, 
that  both  you  and  we  have  the  liberty  of 
worshipping  God  according  to  the  convictions  of 
our  understanding  and  the  dictates  of  our  con- 
science. Behold,  then,  how  you  are  indebted  to 
Jesus  of  Nazareth.  Without  him  you  would 
not  have  known  religious  liberty,  either  theo- 
retically or  practically.  He  is  right  on  this 
all-important  point,   whilst   those   who  con- 


demned him  to  death  and  rejected  his  claims 
are  wrong.  If  he  was  not  the  true  Messiah, 
but  only  a  pretender,  how  is  it  that  God  has 
made  him  and  his  doctrine  the  exclusive  chan- 
nel for  preserving  the  truth  of  his  Word,  and 
conveying  such  blessings  to  you  as  well  as  to 
us  Gentiles  ?  If  the  Pharisees  were  right 
in  rejecting  him,  how  is  it  that  God  has  re- 
warded their  piety  by  giving  them  over  to 
such  gross  delusions,  and  making  them  the 
transmitters  of  doctrines,  which  would  fill  the 
world  with  blood  and  hatred  and  discord, 
and  make  even  the  truth  odious  in  the  eyes  of 
all  mankind  ?  For  ourselves  we  cannot  help 
coming  to  the  conclusion,  that  He  who  has 
taught  us  mercy  and  love  to  all  men,  and  de- 
livered both  you  and  us  from  such  horrors — 
and  who,  in  doing  this,  rose  above  all  the  doc- 
trines of  his  nation  and  his  times,  was  taught 
of  God,  and  is,  therefore,  the  true  Messiah, 
the  Saviour  of  the  world. 

Certain  it  is,  that  this  doctrine  has  already 
been  a  blessing  to  the  world  ;  and  that  until 
your  nation  embrace  this  doctrine,  at  least  on 
this  one  point  of  love  and  toleration,  it  is  im- 
possible that  the  promised  glory  and  pre-emi- 
nence of  the  Jewish  nation  should  come. 
With  such  principles  as  are  inculcated  in 
the  oral  law,  a  restoration  to  the  land  of 
your  forefathers  would  be  no  blessing.  It 
would  only  realize  all  the  legislative  and  reli- 
gious speculations  of  the  Talmudists,  and  arm 
them  with  the  power  to  tyrannize  over  their 
more  enlightened  brethren.  It  would  be  the 
triumph  of  tradition  over  the  Word  of  God, 
and  that  the  God  of  truth  will  not  permit.  It 
would  be  to  instal  the  spirit  of  intolerance  and 
persecution  on  the  throne  of  love  and  charity, 
and  that  God  will  not  suffer.  The  Talmud, then, 
is  amain  obstacle  in  the  way  of  God's  fulfilling 
his  promises  to  the  nation,  because  it  incapa- 
citates Israel  for  the  reception  or  the  right 
employment  of  the  promised  blessings.  Is  it 
not,  then,  the  duty  of  all  Jews  who  desire  and 
long  for  the  glory  and  the  happiness  which 
God  has  promised,  to  lift  up  their  voice  with 
power,  and  to  protest  against  that  system 
which  prevents  the  fulfilment  of  God's  pro- 
mises ;  and  by  all  lawful  means  to  endeavour 
to  deliver  their  brethren  from  the  bondage  of 
such  intolerance  ? 
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The  feast  of  Purim,  now  at  hand,  recals 
to  the  Jewish  recollection  one  of  those  mira- 
culous deliverances,  with  which  the  history  of 
Israel  abounds.  The  narrative  of  the  institu- 
tion, as  contained  in  the  Bible,  is  a  signal 
proof  and  illustration  of  the  superintendir.g 
providence  of  God,  instructive  to  all  the 
world,  but  calling  peculiarly  for  the  gratitude 
and  praise  of  the  Jewish  nation,  whose  fore- 
fathers were  then  delivered.  And  it  is  much 
to  the  honour  of  their  posterity  that  they  have 
not  suffered  the  lapse  of  more  than  twenty 
centuries  to  wear  out  the  memory  of  this  great 
event,  but  that  to  this  day  they  observe  its 
anniversary  with  alacrity  and  zeal.  If  the  oral 
law  simply  contented  itself  with  commanding 
the  observance  and  prescribing  the  mode  of 
worship  for  such  an  important  season,  we 
should  have  no  fault  to  find  ;  but  the  oral  law 
claims  for  itself  divine  origin  and  authority, 
anathematizes  any  denial  of  these  claims  as 
heresy,  and  sentences  the  heretic  to  death. 
We  are,  therefore,  compelled  to  examine  its 
pretensions,  and  to  scrutinize  its  features,  in 
order  to  see  whether  they  really  bear  the  stamp 
of  divinity.  We  have  already  pointed  out 
some,  that  savoured  more  of  earth  than  heaven  ; 
the  constitutions  for  the  feast  of  Purim  may 
be  traced  to  the  same  source.  The  following 
law  respecting  the  meal  to  be  provided  on  this 
occasion  did  certainly  not  come  to  man  from 
heaven  : — 

*'  A  man's  duty  with  regard  to  the  feast  is, 
that  he  should  eat  meat  and  prepare  a  suitable 
feast  according  to  his  means ;  and  drink  wine, 
until  he  be  drunk,  and  fall  asleep  in  his 
drunkenness."  (Hilchoth  Megillah  c.  ii.  15.) 
The  Talmud,  however,  is  not  satisfied  with 
so  indefinite  a  direction,  but  lays  down,  with 
its  usual  precision,  the  exact  measure  of 
intoxication  required. 

:  •'^TiQ  "["nib  pTi 
««A  man  is  bound  to  get  so  drunk  with 
wine  at  Purim,  as  not  to  know  the  difference 
between  cursed  is  Haman,  and  blessed  is 
Mordecai."  (Megillah  fol.  7,  col.  2.)  But 
perhaps  some  learned  champion  of  the  Talmud 
will  fly  to  that  sort   of  refuge   for  destitute 


commentators,  the  parabolic  language  of  the 
orient,  and  tell  us  that  this  precept  is  not  to 
be  understood  literally  but  figuratively  ;  and 
that  so  far  from  recommending  intoxication, 
it  means  to  inculcate  excess  of  sobriety  or  de- 
votion, such  abstraction  of  the  senses,  from  all 
outward  objects,  as  not  to  distinguish  between 
cursed  is  Haman  and  blessed  is  Mordecai. 
This  sort  of  defence  is  neither  imaginary  nor 
novel.  In  this  way  Rabbi  Eliezer's  permis- 
sion to  split  open  an  unlearned  man  like  a 
fish  has  been  made  to  signify  the  spiritual 
opening  of  the  understanding,  and  of  course 
the  overweening  anxiety  of  the  rabbies  to  com- 
municate instruction  to  the  ignorant.  But 
however  we  dull  Gentiles  may  be  enlightened 
by  such  an  exposition,  we  much  doubt  whether 
the  greatest  amhooretz  in  Israel  will  believe 
the  interpretation.  The  great  and  learned 
rabbies  Solomon  Jarchi  and  IMoses  Maimonides 
have  understood  literal  drunkenness,  and  have 
named  wine  as  the  legitimate  liquor.  R. 
Joseph  Karo  has  simply  given  the  command 
verbatim  as  it  stands  in  the  Talmud,  but  a 
note  in  the  Orach  Chaiim  shows,  that  some  of 
the  modern  rabbies  were  not  able  to  swallow 
such  a  command,  and,  therefore,  say  that  an 
Israelite  does  his  duty,  if  he  only  drink  a  little 
more  than  usual.  The  Talmud  itself  admits 
of  no  such  softening  down,  nor  explaining 
away,  for  immediately  after  the  precept  it 
goes  on  to  propose  an  example  and  to  furnish 
an  illustration  of  its  meaning  in  the  following 
history  of  the  very  rabbi,  on  whose  authority 
this  traditional  command  rests  :  — 
mn  nni  nniD  miro  ^^^2\'  «-in  'mi  nn 
>Qm  ^s?!  nnob  xti  uib  n^r:n^  nn  Dp  qidi^n 

tJ^mnn  'DVQi^  «n3?^  ba  ab  n^b  -iq«  mrt  nni 

"  Rabba  and  Rabbi  Zira  made  their  Purim 
entertainment  together.  When  Rabba  got 
drunk,  he  arose  and  killed  Rabbi  Zira.  On 
the  following  day  he  prayed  for  mercy,  and 
restored  him  to  life.  The  following  year 
Rabba  proposed  to  him  again  to  make  their 
Purim  entertainment  together,  but  he  an- 
swered, '  Miracles  don't  happen  every  day.'  " 
(Talmud,  Tr.  .Megillah,  fol.  7.  col.  2.)  This 
history  of  the  very  man,  who  is  the  authority 
for  the  above  Talmudic  command  to  get 
drunk,  plainly  illustrates  its  meaning,  and 
shows  that  the  Talmud  meant  and  commanded 
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its  followers  to  drink  wine  to  excess  on  this 
occasion.  It  sets  before  them  the  example  of 
one  of  the  greatest  Rabbies  committing  murder 
in  his  drunkenness,  and  so  far  from  repro- 
bating this  sin,  it  gravely  tells  us  that  God 
interposed  by  a  miracle  to  prevent  the  ill  con- 
sequences ;  and  that  the  Rabbi,  far  from 
being  cured  of  his  propensity,  or  making  any 
declaration  of  his  intention  to  amend,  con- 
tinued in  that  state  of  mind,  that  his  colleague 
found  it  imprudent  to  trust  himself  at  his 
table.  Now  every  body  that  is  acquainted 
with  the  Jews,  knows  that  they  are  a  tempe- 
rate and  sober  people ;  and  because  they  are 
so,  we  ask  them  whether  the  above  command 
can  be  from  God  ?  and  whether  they  believe 
that  the  Talmud  speaks  truth  in  giving  the 
above  narrative?  It  says  not  merely  that 
men  may  get  drunk  with  impunity,  but  that 
to  get  drunk  is  an  act  of  piety,  and  obedience 
to  a  command  !  Here,  again,  the  Talmud  is 
directly  at  issue  with  the  New  Testament, 
v/hich  says,  "  Be  not  drunk  with  wine,  wherein 
is  excess."  (Ephes.  v.  18.)  "  Take  heed  to 
yourselves,  lest  at  ani/  time  your  hearts  be 
overcharged  with  surfeiting,  and  drunkenness^ 
and  the  cares  of  this  life,  and  so  that  day 
come  upon  you  unawares."  (Luke  xxi.  34.) 
The  New  Testament  holds  out  to  us  no  hope, 
that  if  in  our  drunkenness  we  should  commit 
murder,  a  miracle  will  be  wrought  in  order  to 
deliver  us  from  the  consequences  ;  but  tells 
us,  that  "  neither  murderers  nor  drunkards 
shall  inherit  the  kingdom  of  God."  (1  Cor. 
vi.  9, 10.)  Now  which  of  these  two  doctrines 
is  the  most  agreeable  to  the  revealed  will  of 
God  ?  How  would  you  desire  to  meet  death, 
if  death  should  come  upon  the  feast  of  Purim  ? 
Would  you  wish  the  angel  of  death  to  find 
you,  in  obedience  to  the  oral  law,  insensible 
from  overmuch  wine  ?  or  in  that  state  of  so- 
briety and  thoughtfulness  prescribed  by  Jesus 
of  Nazareth  ?  Does  not  the  inward  tribunal 
of  the  heart  decide  that  Jesus  of  Nazareth  is 
right,  and  that  the  Talmud  is  wrong  ?  And 
does  not  the  Old  Testament  confirm  the  sen- 
tence ?  Isaiah  says,  ''•  Wo  unto  them  that 
rise  up  early  in  the  morning,  that  they  may 
follow  strong  drink  ;  that  continue  until  night, 
till  wine  inflame  them  !  and  the  harp  and  the 
viol,  the  tabret  and  pipe,  and  wine  are  in  their 
feasts  ;  but  they  regard  not  the  work  of  the 
Lord,  neither  consider  the  operation  of  his 
hands.  Therefore  my  people  are  gone  into 
captivity,  because  they  have  no  knowledge  ; 
and  their  honourable  men  are  famished,  and 
their  multitude  dried  up  with  thirst."  (Isaiah 
V.  11 — 13.)  And  so  Closes  commands  the 
parents  that  should  have  a  son  "  a  glutton  and 
a  drunkard,"  to  briug  him  to  justice,  and  to 
have  him  stoned.  (Deut.  xxi.  20.)  The 
Talmud,  then,  manifestly  contradicts  the  Old 
Testament ;  it  therefore  cannot  speak  truth 
when  it  narrates  that  God  wrought  a  miracle 


in  order  to  save  a  drunkard  and  a  murderer 
from  that  punishment,  which  He  had  himself 
commanded  to  be  visited  upon  either  of  these 
crimes.  The  story  of  the  miracle  is  therefore 
a  palpable  falsehood,  contradictory  to  the  law 
of  Moses,  and  derogatory  to  the  honour  of 
God.  How,  then,  can  the  Talmud  be  of 
God  ?  If  you  attempt  to  distinguish,  as  some 
do,  between  the  Talnmd  and  the  oral  law,  and 
say  that  though  the  Talmud  contains  the  oral 
law,  yet  it  is  not  all  inspired,  then  we  ask, 
how  can  you  rely  upon  the  testimony  of  a  wit- 
ness convicted  of  wilful,  gross,  and  flagrant 
falsehood  ?  If  you  do  not  believe  in  the 
above  miracle  of  the  drunken  Rabba,  you  de- 
nounce it  as  a  liar.  If  it  lie,  then,  upon  this 
solemn  occasion  in  relating  a  miracle,  in 
handing  down  the  law  of  God,  how  can  you 
depend  upon  it  at  all  ?  If  it  does  not  scruple 
to  forge  miracles,  what  warrant  have  you  for 
believing  that  it  does  not  forge  laws  also  ? 

But  suppose,  which  is  far  more  probable, 
that  Rabbi  Zira,  when  killed  by  Rabba,  had 
not  come  to  life  again,  would  Rabba,  in  the 
eye  of  the  modern  Jewish  law,  be  considered 
as  a  murderer,  and  guilty  of  death,  or  as  an 
innocent  person,  who  might  safely  be  permitted 
to  go  at  large,  and  pursue  his  usual  avocations  ? 
This  is  a  question  well  deserving  an  answer 
from  some  of  your  learned  men,  and  naturally 
suggested  by  some  principles  asserted  and 
implied  in  the  following  decisions  of  the  oral 
law : — 

•  nncTO  nmo  n^i*  m!?n  naon  nb.inn  n^^'-np 
□n^'n  bDm  •  Q\s''2]n  n^pn  ^''nuj  n^syr  oniim 
^•'D^nQ'i '  'nnnrc^Q  Dnii-i  c''-i:n  'o^-^t^  "-uji^  'nsnpn 
I^V^no  ^m-nii-n  d^^hd  ib^s^i  •  nmnp"?  o^r^pn  ns 

b^  mi?a  i><\r'7  iQim  bp  nb':n  ^<ipQ  rra^^ub  '"nn 
■QT  ']b  pi>«i  •  nb:iD  «"ipD  ^:do  ]^n-iD  ]b"iD\u  min 
^b  ]^sMJ  mi*Q  non  yin  v^an  nb^ts  «~ipn  nrn:uj 
:  i^"np  "p  "in^T  nbnn  Tinp  in  2?:iDnu?  \'^2^p 
"  The  reading  of  the  Megillah  (the  book  of 
Esther)  in  its  time  is  an  affirmative  precept 
according  to  the  words  of  the  scribes,  and  it  is 
known  that  this  is  an  ordinance  of  the  pro- 
phets. The  obligation  to  read  it  rests  upon 
all,  men,  women,  and  proselytes,  and  manu- 
mitted slaves.  Children  also  are  to  be  accus- 
tomed to  the  reading  of  it.  Even  priests  in 
their  service  are  to  neglect  their  service,  and 
to  come  to  hear  the  reading  of  the  iVIegillah. 
In  like  manner  the  study  of  the  law  is  to  be 
omitted,  in  order  to  hear  the  reading  of  the 
Megillah,  and  a  fortiori  all  the  remaining 
commandments  of  the  law,  all  of  which  give 
way  to  the  reading  of  the  Megillah  :  but  there 
is  nothing  to  which  the  reading  of  the  JMegillah 
gives  way,  except  that  particular  class  of  dead 
person  called  the  dead  of  the  commandment, 
who  has  none  to  bury  him.  He  that  happens 
upon  him  is  first  to  bury  him,  and  afterwards 
to  read."     (Hilchoth  Megillah,  c.  i.  1.)     On 
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this  extract  we  have  several  remarks  to  make,  [ 
but  at  present  we  request  the  attention  of  our 
readers  to  the  reason  given  why  the  reading  of 
the  3Iegillah  is  more  important  than  any  of 
the  commandments.  It  is  this.  According 
to  the  oral  law,  "  the  study  of  the  law  is  equi- 
valent to  all  the  commandments,  and  the  other 
commandments  are  to  give  way  to  this  study." 
But  according  to  the  passage  before  us,  the 
study  of  the  law  is  to  give  way  to  the  reading 
of  the  Megillah.  The  reading  of  the  Megil- 
lah,  therefore,  being  greater  than  the  greatest 
of  the  commandments,  is  of  course  greater 
than  all  the  inferior  ones.  Now  apply  this 
reasoning  to  the  above  command  to  get  drunk, 
and  you  will  prove  that  getting  drunk  at 
Purim  feast  is  the  greatest  of  all  the  com- 
mandments. In  order  to  get  drunk,  it  is 
plain  that  the  study  of  the  law  must  give 
way.  The  man  who  cannot  distinguish  be- 
tween '•'  Cursed  be  Haman  and  blessed  be 
Mordecai,"  certainly  cannot  study,  neither 
can  he  bury  the  de.  d.  The  commandment, 
therefore,  to  which  the  study  of  the  law  and 
the  burying  of  the  dead  give  way,  must  be 
the  greatest  of  all  the  commandments;  i.e., 
the  getting  drunk  on  Purim  is  the  greatest  of 
all  the  commandments.  This  conclusion, 
which  inevitably  follows  upon  Talmudic 
principles,  necessarily  shows  that  those  prin- 
ciples are  false.  But  that  is  not  the  object  for 
which  I  have  exhibited  this  conclusion  ;  it  is 
with  reference  to  the  case  of  Rabbah  above- 
mentioned.  Having  got  drunk  according  as 
the  oral  law  commanded,  and  having  thereby 
obeyed  the  greatest  of  the  commandments, 
and  one  to  wliich  all  others  are  necessarily  in 
abeyance,  was  he  guilty  or  innocent  in  having 
murdered  R.  Zira  ?  It  certainly  seems  a  very 
hard  case  to  condemn  him  to  death  for  an  act, 
which  resulted  from  his  obedience  to  the 
greatest  of  all  the  commandments.  He  might 
urge  that  he  had  a  great  dislike  to  drunken- 
ness— that  he  had  overcome  his  natural  aver- 
sion simply  to  satisfy  the  rabbinical  require- 
ments— that  by  the  time  that  he  had  arrived 
at  the  prescribed  incompetency  to  distinguish 
between  Haman  and  Mordecai,  he  had  lost 
all  power  of  distinguishing  between  right  and 
wrong — that,  therefore,  he  had  not  done  it 
with  malice  propense;  what  sentence,  there- 
fore, does  the  Talmud  pronounce  against  a 
murderer  of  this  sort?  If  Rabbah  was  al- 
lowed to  go  at  large,  as  would  appear  from 
his  invitation  to  Rabbi  Zira  the  following  year, 
a  repetition  of  the  same  offence  was  possible, 
a  repetition  of  the  miracle  in  R.  Zira's  opinion 
highly  improbable.  Thus  Rabbah  might  go 
on  from  year  to  year  killing  one  or  more  with 
impunity,  and  would  be  a  far  more  dangerous 
neighbour  than  "  the  ox  that  was  wont  to 
push  with  his  horn."  If,  on  the  other  hand, 
he  is  to  be  punished  capitally,  then  the  oral 
law  is  plainly  not  from  God  ;  for  obedience  to 


the  greatest  of  its  commandments  makes  it 
possible  for  a  man  to  commit  the  greatest  of 
crimes,  and  to  subject  himself  to  the  extremity 
of  punishment.     But  we  object,  secondly,  to 
the  exaltation  of  a   mere   hicman    ordinance 
above  the  Word  of  God.     The  reading  of  the 
book  of  Esther  at  the  feast  of  Purim,  is  no 
doubt  a  very  appropriate,  and  may  be  a  very 
profitable  exercise.     But  it  is  confessedly  of 
human  appointment.     It  is  of  the  words  of 
the  scribes ;  the  time  and  the  mode  are  alto- 
gether rabbinical  ordinances.  Why,  then,  "  are 
all  the  remaining  commandments  of  the  law 
to  give  way  to  the  reading  of  the  Megillah?" 
The  priest  was  to  neglect  the  service  to  which 
God  had  appointed  him,  in  order  to  obey  a 
mere  human  institution.     And  the  Israelites 
to  neglect  the  duties  of  love  and  charity,  to 
fulfil  a  mere  ceremonial  commandment.     Here 
is  a  plain  token  that  the  oral  law  is  not  from 
God,  but  is  the  offspring  of  human  invention 
and   superstition.     The   human  mind  exalts 
ceremonies  above  moral  duties.     God  declares 
that   all  outward  observances  are  secondary. 
"  I  desired  mercy  and  not  sacrifice,  and  the 
knowledge  of  God  more  than  burnt-offerings." 
(Hos.  vi.   6.)     "  He   hath  showed   thee,  O 
man,   what  is  good ;  and  what  doth  the  Lord 
require  of  thee,  but  to  do  justly,  and  to  love 
mercy,  and  to  walk  humbly  with  thy  God?" 
(Mic.  vi.  8.)     And   so  the   New  Testament 
says  in  the  very  same  spirit,  "  The  first  of  all 
the  commandments  is.   Hear,  O  Israel :  the 
Lord  our  God   is  one   Lord,  and  thou  shalt 
love  the  Lord  thy  God  with  all  thy  heart,  &c. 
This   is   the  first   commandment.     And    the 
second  is  like,   namely  this,  Thou  shalt  love 
thy  neighbour  as  thyself.     There  is  none  other 
commandment   greater  than  these."     (Mark 
xii.  29 — 31.)     The  oral  law,  on  the  contrary, 
tells  us  that  "  all  the  commandments,  except 
the  burying  of  t\ie  dead,  are  to  give  way  to  the 
reading  of  the  Megillah,"  to  a  mere  ceremony  ; 
and   that    not  even  of    God's  appointment. 
God  prefers  mercy  before  the  sacrifices  which 
He    himself  has   instituted.      The   Talmud 
prefers  a  human  institution  to  all  God's  com- 
mandments.    A  more  striking  instance  of  ge- 
nuine superstition,  and  a  stronger  proof  of  the 
human  origin  of  the  oral  law  cannot  be  found. 
The  book  of  Esther  appears  to  have  been  a 
peculiar  favourite  of  the  rabbies.     The  read- 
ing of  it  takes  precedence  of  all  other  duties 
but  one,  and  is  considered  as  obligatory  even 
upon  the  women,  who  are  declared  exempt 
from  the  study  of  the  law.     It  is  true  that  it 
contains  a  very  notable  warning  for  disobedient 
wives,  and  a  striking  instance  of  the  deliverance 
of  Israel  by  the  instrumentality  of  a  woman ; 
but  when  we  consider  that  the  name  of  God 
does  not  occur  once  in  the  whole  book,  and 
that  the  law  contains  the  account  of  man's 
creation  and  fall,  the  ten  commandments,  the 
deliverance  from  Egypt,  and  all  those  events 
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of  primary  interest  to  women  as  well  as 
men,  it  becomes  of  some  importance  to  con- 
sider why  the  women,  who  are  not  bound  to 
study  the  law  of  God,  are  bound  to  read  the 
book  of  Esther.  The  authors  of  the  oral  law 
appear  to  have  attached  uncommon  importance 
to  this  book,  as  appears  from  this  circumstance, 
and  still  more  so  from  the  following  startling 
declaration  of  Maimonides: — 
mD>b  ViSi^b  pirns'  D^nn^n  ^dt  c\^^i3n  n2D  bD 

^'biDi  p-NUJ  no  briuj  rmn  b^  rnDbmi  rmn  '\Doin 

"  All  the  books  of  the  prophets,  and  all  the 
Hagiographa,  except  the  roll  of  Esther,  will 
cease  in  the  days  of  Rlessiah.  But  it  is  per- 
petual as  the  five  books  of  the  written  law, 
and  the  constitutions  of  the  oral  law,  which 
shall  never  cease."  (Hilchoth  Megillah.) 
Some  of  the  rabbies  say  that  this  is  to  be  taken 
conditionally,  "  although  they  were  all  to 
cease,  yet  this  would  not  cease."  But  this 
still  attributes  a  decided  superiority  to  the 
book  of  Esther  above  all  the  other  books. 
What  then  is  there  in  it,  that  gives  this  book 
such  a  peculiar  favour,  and  makes  the  history 
of  Esther  more  important  than  that  of  the 
conquest  of  Canaan,  or  of  the  glory  of  Solo- 
mon, or  of  the  restoration  of  the  house  of  the 
Lord  ?  Is  there  more  devotion  and  piety  to 
be  found  in  it  than  in  the  Psalms  of  David  ? 
Does  it  contain  more  wisdom  than  the  Pro- 
verbs of  Solomon  ?  Is  there  a  sublimer 
flight  of  divine  poetry,  a  more  heavenly 
afflatus  than  in  the  visions  of  Isaiah  ?  A 
more  open  revelation  of  the  mysteries  of  the 
Deity  than  is  to  be  found  in  Job,  or  Da- 
niel, or  Ezekiel  ?  Why  do  the  rabbies  pro- 
nounce  it  worthy  of  preservation,  whilst  they 
contemplate  without  emotion  the  loss  of  all 
the  other  books  ?  We  cannot  possibly  dis- 
cover, unless  it  be  that  it  furnishes  more  gra- 
tification to  the  spirit  of  revenge  so  natural 
to  all  the  children  of  Adam,  whether  they  be 
Jew  or  (lentile.  To  forgive  is  to  be  like  God 
— and  God  alone  can  teach  forgiveness  either 
speculatively  or  practically.  But  the  book 
of  Esther  contains  an  account  of  the  revenge 
which  the  Jews  took  upon  their  enemies,  not 
like  the  destruction  of  the  Canaanites,  fulfil- 
ling the  commands  of  God  upon  His  enemies, 
but  taking  personal  and  individual  revenge  on 
their  own.  And  this  very  fact  may  be  one 
reason  why  God  did  not  permit  his  most  holy 


name  to  occur  in  the  whole  book — just  as  he 
did  not  permit  David  to  build  him  a  temple, 
so  he  would  not  have  his  name  associated  with 
deeds  of  personal  revenge.  But,  however  that 
be,  we  can  discover  no  other  reason  for  the  de- 
cided preference  which  the  oral  law  gives  to 
the  book  of  Esther.  And  we  think  that  after 
the  specimens  which  we  have  already  given 
of  their  spirit  towards  idolaters  we  do  them 
no  injustice  :  especially  as,  in  this  particular 
case,  the  oral  law  breathes  this  spirit  aloud. 

tm  rmi«  'dt\q  "|"na  prr  itin  iq«"c  y^2 

"  It  is  necessary  to  say,  cursed  be  Haman, 
blessed  be  Mordecai,  cursed  be  Zeresh,  blessed 
be  Esther,  cursed  be  all  idolaters,  blessed  be 
all  Israel."  (Orach  Chaiim,  sec.  600) 
Why  this  is  necessary,  is  not  told  us.  It  ap- 
pears not  to  bring  glory  to  God,  nor  any 
blessing  to  man.  Haman  and  Zeresh  have 
long  since  passed  into  eternity,  and  received 
from  the  just  Judge  the  reward  of  their  deeds. 
Mordecai  and  Esther  have  in  like  manner 
appeared  before  the  God  of  Israel,  and  re- 
ceived according  to  their  faith.  To  these, 
then,  the  voice  of  human  praise  or  reproach 
is  as  nothing.  But  to  curse  a  dead  enemy,  to 
pursue  with  unrelenting  hatred  those  who  have 
already  fallen  into  the  hands  of  the  living  God, 
is  certainly  not  a  divine  ordinance,  and  cannot 
be  an  acceptable  act  of  worship  in  poor  sinners, 
who  themselves  stand  so  much  in  need  of 
forgiveness.  To  curse  the  dead  is  bad,  but 
to  curse  the  living  is,  in  one  sense,  still  worse. 
"  Cursed  be  all  idolaters."  According  to 
our  calculation,  there  are  600  millions  of 
idolaters — according  to  the  Jewish  account, 
there  must  be  more.  Why,  then,  should 
they  be  cursed?  That  will  not  convert  them 
from  the  error  of  their  ways.  It  will  not 
make  them  more  happy,  either  in  this  world 
or  in  the  next.  We  are  not  aware,  even  if 
God  were  to  hear  this  execration  and  curse  the 
idolatrous  world,  that  it  would  be  productive 
of  any  blessing  to  Israel.  Why  make  a  day 
of  thanksgiving  for  mercies  received  an  oppor- 
tunity of  invoking  curses  upon  the  majority  of 
mankind  ?  The  Word  of  God  teaches  a  very 
different  petition  for  the  heathen.  "  God,  be 
merciful  to  us,  and  bless  us,  and  cause  his 
face  to  shine  upon  us.  That  thy  way  may  be 
known  upon  earth,  thy  saving  health  among 
all  nations.  Let  the  people  praise  thee,  O  God ; 
yea,  let  all  the  people  praise  thee."  (Ps.  Ixvii.) 
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The  noblest  inquiry,  to  which  the  mental 
powers  can  be  directed,  is,  Which  religion 
comes  from  God?  The  most  satisfactory 
mode  of  conducting  such  an  inquiry,  inde- 
pendently of  the  external  evidence,  is  to  com- 
pare  the  principles  of  one  system  with  those  of 
the  other,  and  both  with  an  acknowledged 
standard,  if  such  there  be,  and  this  is  what  we 
are  endeavouring  to  do  in  these  papers.  We 
by  no  means  wish  to  make  the  modern  Jews 
responsible  for  the  inventions  of  their  forefa- 
thers, but  to  show  them  that  their  traditional 
argument  for  rejecting  Christianity,  and  that  is 
the  example  of  the  high  priest  ai.d  the  Sanhe- 
drim, is  of  no  force ;  inasmuch  as  these  same 
persons,  who  originally  rejected  Jesus  of  Naza- 
reth,  were  in  great  and  grievous  error  in  the 
fundamental  principles  of  religion,  whilst  He 
who  was  rejected  taught  the  truth.  To  do 
this  we  must  appeal  to  the  oral  law,  and  dis- 
cuss its  merits.  We  have  shown  already  that 
those  persons  did  not  under.'-tand  at  least  one 
half  of  the  law  ;  that  their  doctrines  were  in 
the  highest  degree  uncharitable.  It  has,  how- 
ever, been  replied,  that  the  Talmud  is  more 
tolerant  than  the  New  Testament,  for  it  al- 
lows "  that  the  pious  of  the  nations  of  the 
world  may  be  saved  ;"  whereas  the  latter  as- 
serts that  "  whosoever  believeth  not  shall  be 
damned."  We  must,  therefore,  inquire  into 
the  extent  of  toleration  and  charity  contained 
in  that  Talmudic  sentence.  The  first  step  in 
this  inquiry,  is  to  ascertain  who  are  the  per- 
sons  intended  in  the  expression  "  The  pious 
of  the  nations  of  the  world."  The  oral  law 
tells  us,  as  quoted  in  No.  C,  that  the  Israelites 
are  commanded  to  compel  all  that  come  into 
the  world  to  receive  the  seven  commandments 
of  the  sons  of  Noah,  and  adds, 

"He  that  receives  them  is  called  universally 
a  sojourning  proselyte."  And  a  little  lower 
down  it  says  plainly, 

•  xirr  cb^vb  pbn  ^b  '^'^  •  c^irn  nioix 
"  Whosoever  receives  the  seven  command- 
ments, and  is  careful  to  observe  them,  he  is 
one  of  the  pious  of  the  nations  of  the  world, 
and  has  a  share  in  the  world  to  come." 
(Hilchoth  Melachim,  c.  viii.  10.)  From  these 
two  declarations,  then,  we  learn  that  "•  the 
pious  of  the  nations  of  the  world"  are  the 
same    as   "  the  sojourning   proselytes,"  who 


were  allowed  to  reside  in  the  land  of  Israel, 
and  that  their  piety  consisted  in  receiving  and 
practising  the  seven  commandments.  What 
these  commandments  were,  we  are  informed 
in  the  next  chapter  of  the  same  treatise. 

b■!^^  'Vs  bv  '  iim;«-i  dix  n-nc:^:  cnii  n\rir»  b'$ 
bv^  '  nv-iy  '^by  b^^  •  n^ni  n^^DUJ  bv^  •  nxon  n3-ia 
iri^i  r^b:ip  p  ]biD^  ^D  bv  f^*  '  D'^'"'^  b^^  •  ^^jn 
rmn  nm  bb^o  •  pb  m:i:  nnm  •  im  n^oo 
'nn  p  12N  n^b  p^^dih  •  mr.:!j2  r^bii  b\"^  n«-i' 
!M^  ixs'Di  '  ^b2ii^\  ab  i>dt  vi?D:i  "i^ui  i><  nowDMJ 
•  Dmi^  -n?  Dbirn  Vdi  -inn  rrn  pi  •  nvj's 
'*  The  first  Adam  was  commanded  concerning 
six  things — idolatry,  blasphemy,  shedding  of 
blood,  nicest,  robbery,  and  administration  of 
justice.  Although  we  have  all  these  things  as 
a  tradition  from  JMoses,  our  master,  and  rea- 
son naturally  inclines  to  them,  yet,  from  the 
general  tenour  of  the  words  of  the  law,  it 
appears  that  he  was  commanded  concerning 
these  things.  Noah  received  an  additional 
command  concerning  the  limb  of  a  living 
animal,  as  it  is  said,  <  But  flesh  in  the  life 
thereof  which  is  the  blood  thereof,  ye  shall 
not  eat.'  (Gen.  ix.  4.)  Here  are  the  seven 
commandments,  and  thus  the  matter  was  in 
all  the  world  until  Abraham."  (Ibid.  ix.  I.) 
Now,  without  stopping  to  dispute  about 
the  command  given  to  Noah,  we  cannot  help 
saying  that  the  above  tradition  is  very  defec- 
tive, and  certainly  not  derived  from  Moses, 
for  it  is  opposed  to  the  history  which  he  him- 
self  has  given  us.  In  the  first  place,  that 
command,  on  which  the  oral  law  lays  such 
stress,  "•'  Be  fruitful  and  multiply,"  was  origi- 
nally given  to  Adam  (Gen.  i.  28),  and  was 
renewed  to  Noah,  after  the  deluge.  If  the 
rabbies  reckon  this  as  a  separate  command 
in  the  case  of  the  Jews,  as  may  be  seen  in  the 
Hilchoth  Priah  Ureviah,  it  is  only  fair  to 
reckon  it  as  a  separate  command  in  the  case 
of  the  Gentiles,  and  thus  we  get  an  eighth 
command.  In  the  second  place,  God  ordained 
marriage  as  a  holy  state.  "  The  Lord  God 
said,  it  is  not  good  that  man  should  be  alone  : 
I  will  make  him  an  help  meet  for  him." 
"  And  the  rib  which  the  Lord  God  had 
taken  from  man  made  he  a  woman,  and 
brought  her  unto  the  man."  Here  is  God's 
holy  institution,  and  in  the  following  verses 
we  have  the  obligations  of  marriage  distinctly 
acknowledged.      "  And  Adam   said,  This  is 
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now  bone  of  my  bones,  and  flesh  of  my  flesh  : 
she  shall  be  called  Woman,  because  she  was 
taken  out  of  man.  Therefore  shall  a  man 
leave  his  father  and  his  mother,  and  shall 
cleave  unto  his  wife,  and  they  shall  be  one 
flesh."  Here  then  is  a  ninth  commandment. 
We  know,  indeed,  that  the  oral  law  gives  a 
different  account,  but  its  doctrine  is  false  and 
pernicious.  In  the  face  of  the  above  plain 
narrative,  it  teaches  as  follows  : — 

Di<  pW2  HMJx  W1Q  m«  r\'n  n-nn  ]rra  u-\^p 
rf?nii  in>i  -jinb  no^oDn  nmt^  i«?MJ''b  x^m  sin  n^-i 

*'  Before  the  giving  of  the  law,  a  man  might 
happen  to  meet  a  woman  in  the  street ;  if 
they  both  agreed  on  marriage,  he  took  her  to 
his  house,  and  cohabited  with  her,  and  she 
became  his  wife."  (Hilchoth  Ishuth,  c.  i.  1.) 
Now,  not  to  speak  of  profane  history,  there 
is  not  in  the  law  of  JMoses  a  single  passage 
to  give  colour  to  this  statement,  unless  it  be 
the  following: — "  And  it  came  to  pass,  when 
men  began  to  multiply  on  the  face  of  the 
earth,  and  daughters  were  born  unto  them, 
that  the  sons  of  God  saw  the  daughters  of 
men  that  they  were  fair  ;  and  they  took  them 
wives  of  all  which  they  chose."  But,  what- 
ever is  meant  by  "  Sons  of  God,"  it  is  plain 
that  this  conduct  is  mentioned,  not  as  having 
the  sanction  or  approval  of  God,  but  as  a 
proof  of  antediluvian  wickedness,  for  it  is  im- 
mediately added,  "  And  the  Lord  said,  My 
Spirit  shall  not  always  strive  with  man,  for 
that  he  also  is  flesh."  But  it  is  not  simply 
an  error  of  judgment,  it  is  most  pernicious  as 
it  regards  both  Gentiles  and  Jews,  for  it  com- 
pletely annuls  the  sanctity  and  obligation  of 
the  marriage  tie.  It  teaches  that  as  the  mar- 
riage of  Noahitesis  contracted  without  solemn 
espousals,  so  it  may  be  dissolved  without  the 
formality  of  a  divorce. 

n2«'!jvujr)  ^  13b'©  ^n1D^^y'2  iTin  nxL^«  n^nn  \n>D\vm 

"li  ''^bn  inn  I'i^i  •  inDi  i^iEm^j  cnb  ]>^?©  •  nb  ^bm 
ma  m  •ci-eb  ^•'n  ih«  t^in  ni?i^©  pt  ba  »sbi^  •  iib 

"  When  is  his  (the  Noahites)  neighbour's 
wife  to  be  considered  in  the  same  light,  as 
a  divorced  woman  with  us  ?  From  the  time 
that  he  sends  her  forth  from  his  house,  and 
leaves  her  to  herself.  Or  from  the  time  that 
she  goes  forth  from  under  his  power,  and 
goes  her  way;  for  they  have  no  divorces  in 
writing,  neither  does  the  matter  depend  upon 
that  alone  ;*  but  whenever  he  or  she  please  to 
separate  one  from  the  other,  they  separate." 
(Hilchoth  Melachim,  c.  ix.  8  )  We  Gentiles 
have  great  reason  to  be  thankful  that  Jesus 
of  Nazareth  has  taught  us  a  different  doc- 
trine,  according  with  the  original  institution 

♦  Instead  of  i^b  alone,  there  is  anotlier  reading, 
"n^b  t'le  tribunal. 


of  marriage.  What  would  have  been  the 
state  of  the  world,  if  the  oral  law  had  at- 
tained supreme  power,  and  the  Gentiles  had 
been  instructed  in  the  above  law  as  divine  ? 
What  would  result  from  the  doctrine  that 
every  man  may  turn  out  his  wife,  and  every 
woman  leave  her  husband,  whenever  they 
hke  ?  The  peace  and  well-being  of  Gentile 
society  would  be  at  an  end.  The  frightful 
state  of  disorder  and  misery  that  would  ensue, 
as  well  as  the  words  of  the  original  institu- 
tion, plainly  show  that  this  doctrine  is  not 
from  God.  But  the  effect  upon  the  believers 
in  the  oral  law  is  still  worse.  With  refer- 
ence  to  them,  the  marriage  of  Gentiles  is  no 
marriage  at  all.  The  oral  law  says  dis- 
tinctly— 

"  There  is  no  matrimony  to  the  Gentiles." 
(Hilchoth  Melachim,  viii.  3.)     And  again — 

xb  biN  D^jn  bi?  D^ijb  ix  b><iuj'b  i<b«  m\r)''«  ^^t^ 

•  bj>«"i\u>  bs-  nnirb  xbi  Dnirrf  b^  ann5?b 
"  There  is  no  matrimony  except  to  Israel, 
or  to  Gentiles  with  respect  to  Gentiles  ;  but 
not  to  slaves  with  respect  to  slaves,  nor  to 
slaves  with  respect  to  Israel."  (Hilchoth 
Issure  Biah,  c.  xiv.  19.)  Here,  then,  the 
oral  law  directly  makes  void  the  law  of  God, 
and  pronounces  that  a  command  given  to 
Adam  in  paradise;  and  therefore  equally 
binding  on  all  his  descendants,  is  in  parti- 
cular  cases  of  no  force  at  all.  The  oral  law, 
therefore,  is  certainly  not  from  God. 

We  have  already  made  out  nine  command- 
ments ;  in  sacrifice  we  find  a  tenth.  Cain 
and  Abel  brought  sacrifices,  and  the  only 
reason  that  can  be  assigned  is,  that  they  had 
received  a  command  to  that  effect.  Sacrifice 
was  either  a  divine  command  or  the  dictate 
of  their  own  reason.  But  it  was  not  the 
dictate  of  reason,  for  reason  says,  that  the 
Creator  of  all  things  has  no  need  of  gifts, 
and,  least  of  all,  such  gifts  as  imply  the 
slaughter  of  an  innocent  animal.  It  must, 
therefore,  have  been  of  divine  command. 
The  reason  why  the  rabbles  excluded  this 
command  is  plain.  They  did  not  choose  that 
there  should  be  acceptable  sacrifices  offered 
any  where  but  amongst  themselves.  But 
that  this  doctrine  is  altogether  of  a  recent  date 
is  plain.  It  was  not  known  to  Job.  He 
says  nor  a  word  about  the  seven  command- 
ments, and  he  was  in  the  habit  of  oflTering 
sacrifices.  "  And  it  was  so  when  the  day  of 
their  feasting  was  gone  about,  that  Job  sent 
and  sanctified  them,  and  rose  up  early  in  the 
morning,  and  off^ered  burnt-offerings  according 
to  the  number  of  them  all."  (Job  i.  5.) 
And  the  Lord  himself  expressly  commanded 
Job's  friends  to  do  so  likewise.  "  And  it  was 
so,  that  after  the  Lord  had  spoken  these 
words  unto  Job,  the  Lord  said  to  Eliphaz  the 
Temanite,  My  wrath  is  kindled  against  thee, 
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and  against  thy  two  friends.  .  .  ,  Therefore, 
take  unto  you  now  seven  bullocks  and  seven 
rams,  and  go  to  my  servant  Job,  and  offer  up 
for  yourselves  a  burnt-offering,  and  my  ser- 
vant  Job  shall  pray  for  you,  for  him  will  I 
accept."  (Job  xlii.  7,  8.)  It  was  not  known  to 
Elisha.  When  Naaman  said,  "  Shall  there  not 
then,  I  pray  thee,  be  given  to  thy  servant  two 
mules'  burden  of  earth  ?  For  thy  servant  will 
henceforth  offer  neither  burnt-offering  nor  sa- 
crifice unto  other  gods,  but  unto  the  Lord." 
(2  Kings  v.  17-)  Elisha  made  no  objection. 
He  did  not  tell  him  that  he  had  only  seven 
commandments  to  attend  to.  Neither  had 
Isaiah  any  idea  that,  when  Judaism  triumphed, 
the  whole  world  was  to  be  compelled  to  ad- 
here to  the  seven  commandments,  for  he 
plainly  predicts  the  contrary.  "  And  the 
Lord  shall  be  known  to  Egypt,  and  the  Egyp- 
tians shall  know  the  Lord  in  that  day,  and 
shall  do  sacrifice  and  oblation  ;  yea,  they 
shall  vow  a  vow  unto  the  Lord  and  perform 
it."  (Isaiah  xix.  21.)  Here  again,  then,  the 
oral  law  contradicts  the  Word  of  God. 

But  the  law  of  God  points  out  to  us  an 
eleventh  commandment,  in  the  distinction  be- 
tween clean  and  unclean  animals.  The 
Lord  commanded  Noah  to  take  of  the  former 
by  sevens  and  of  the  latter  by  pairs.  (Gen. 
vii.  2.)  And  when  Noah  came  forth  from  the 
ark  '*  he  builded  an  altar  unto  the  Lord  ;  and 
took  of  every  clean  beast,  and  of  every  clean 
fowl,  and  offered  burnt-offerings  on  the  altar." 
(Gen.  viii.  2.)  It  is  plain,  from  the  command, 
that  a  greater  number  of  clean  than  unclean 
animals  was  required.  Noah's  conduct  shows 
that  the  rite  of  sacrifice  was  the  cause  of  the 
requirement.  We  have  a  twelfth  command- 
ment in  the  appointment  of  a  priesthood. 
"  Melchizedek  was  the  priest  of  the  Most 
High  God,"  (Gen.  xiv.  10,)  which  he  most 
certainly  could  not  have  been,  if  he  had  not 
been  divinely  appointed.  From  the  law  itself, 
then,  we  have  made  out  twelve  distinct  com- 
mandments. Eight  would  have  been  sufH- 
cient  to  overthrow  the  oral  tradition.  But 
we  appeal  to  the  common  sense  of  every  Tal- 
mudist.  We  ask  him  to  look  over  the  meagre 
list  of  the  seven  commandments,  in  which 
neither  love  to  God  nor  man  is  included,  and 
to  tell  us  whether  it  be  at  all  probable  that 
"the  God  of  the  spirits  of  all  flesh"  would 
leave  all  mankind,  excepting  the  small  com. 
pany  of  Rabbinists,  without  any  better  rule  for 
time,  and  any  better  guide  to  eternity  ?  Is  it 
possible  that  the  God  of  love  and  mercy  should 
leave  the  majority  of  his  reasonable  creatures 
in  doubt  as  to  his  love,  and  tell  them  that  he 
requires  no  love  from  them?  Yet  this  is  what 
the  oral  law  says.  The  Gentiles  are,  according 
to  it,  left  without  any  direction  as  to  the 
worship  of  God,  and  are  pronounced  guilty  of 
death  if  they  study  the  law.  Nay,  they  are 
expressly  told  that  God  does  not  require  them 
to  glorify  him  by  their  obedience. 


]yi<Mj  'qV  '  ins-  'V^  Tiir-b  d:«:  ib^cx  •  ^^y$b  i"? 
*  ct;n  ©np  b^  pisn 

"  A  Noahite  who  is  forced  to  transgress 
one  of  his  commandments,  it  is  lawful  for  him 
to  do  so.  Even  if  he  be  compelled  to  com- 
mit  idolatry  he  may  commit  it,  for  they  are 
not  commanded  to  sanctify  God."  (Hilchoth 
Melachim,  c.  x.  2.)  So  that,  according  to 
the  rabbies,  the  Noahite  who  is  compelled  to 
commit  murder,  adultery,  or  even  to  deny  his 
God,  may  do  it  with  impunity  ;  he  still  be- 
longs "  to  the  pious  of  the  nations  of  the 
world,"  and  may  have  a  share  in  the  world  to 
come.  We  confess  that  we  cannot  see  in  this 
doctrine  either  charity  or  toleration.  AVe  can 
discover  only  that  narrowness  of  heart  which 
characterizes  the  oral  law.  In  order  to  mag- 
nify themselves,  and  depreciate  the  other 
nations,  the  rabbies  first  swell  out  their  own 
connnandments  to  613,  and  reduce  the  com- 
mandments of  the  nations  to  seven.  But  not 
content  with  that,  they  also  strive  to  confine 
the  glories  of  martyrdom  to  themselves,  and 
tell  the  Gentiles  that  God  does  not  require 
them  to  sanctify  His  name.  (Jan  such  doc- 
trine come  from  God  ?  Is  God  the  God  of 
the  Rabbinists  only  ?  We  grant  that  the 
Jews  are  his  "  peculiar  people."  We  acknow- 
ledge  that  "  they  have  much  advantage  every 
way " —  that  '•'  they  are  beloved  for  the 
fathers'  sakes" — that  the  time  is  coming  when 
"  all  that  see  them  shall  acknowledge  them 
that  they  are  the  seed  whom  the  Lord  has 
blessed."  But  we  still  think  that  God's 
heart  is  large  enough  to  comprehend  us  Gen- 
tiles too  in  his  love.  We  know  that  we  are 
the  work  of  His  hand,  and  we  trust  that,  as 
He  is  our  father,  he  requires,  and  is  pleased 
to  see  even  in  Gentiles,  the  feelings  of  children, 
love  and  filial  fear.  And  we  found  this  our 
faith  on  your  Scriptures  as  well  as  ours.  The 
Word  of  God  tells  us  that,  long  before  there 
were  any  rabbies  in  the  world.  He  had  a 
gracious  and  tender  care  for  all  mankind.  He 
promised  to  our  first  parents  a  Saviour  who 
should  "  bruise  the  serpent's  head."  He 
saved  Noah  and  his  family,  not  one  of  whom 
was  a  rabbi,  from  the  deluge;  and  when  they 
came  forth  from  the  ark.  He  made  a  gracious 
covenant  not  with  one  nation  only,  but  "  with 
all  flesh,"  and  hung  up  on  high  a  lovely  and 
glittering  arch,  from  one  end  of  the  heavens  to 
the  other,  that  all  the  habitants  of  earth 
might  have  a  token  of  their  Father's  love,  and 
learn  to  look  up  to  Him  with  humble  confi- 
dence. When  he  chose  Abraham  and  his 
seed,  it  was  not  an  act  of  partiality,  but  that 
in  his  seed  all  the  families  of  the  earth  might 
be  blessed.  He  did  not  leave  himself  without 
witness  to  the  nations.  He  manifested  him- 
self to  Job,  and  taught  him  "  iliat  his  Re- 
deemer liveth,"  and  moved  even  the  prophets 
of  Israel  to  predict  again  and  again  the  happy 
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times  when,  "  from  the  rising  of  the  sun  to 
the  going  down  of  the  same,  His  name  should 
be  great  among  the  Gentiles,  and  in  every 
place  incense  should  be  offered  to  his  name, 
and  a  pure  offering ;  for  my  name  shall  be 
great  among  the  heathen,  saith  the  Lord  of 
hosts."  (Mai.  i.  11.)  Having  this  word,  we 
reject  the  oral  law  which  contradicts  it,  and 
would  make  God  the  God  of  the  Rabbinists 
only ;  and  we  believe  in  the  New  Testament, 
which  exactly  agrees  with  your  written  law, 
and  asks,  "  Is  He  the  God  of  the  Jews  only  ? 
Is  he  not  also  of  the  Gentiles  ?"— and  an- 
swers, "  Yes,  of  the  Gentiles  also"  (Rom. 
iii.  29) — and  which  also  declares  that,  in  the 
sight  of  God,  "  There  is  no  difference  between 
the  Jew  and  the  Greek  ;  for  the  same  Lord 
over  all  is  rich  unto  all  that  call  upon  him, 
for  whosoever  shall  call  upon  the  name  of  the 
Lord  shall  be  saved."     (Rom.  x.  12,  13.) 

In  the  fixing  of  the  commandments,  then, 
for  the  sons  of  Noah,  we  have  detected  an  in- 
tolerant and  uncharitable  spirit  very  different 
from  that  of  theOld  and  New  Testament.  But 
we  have  further  to  inquire,  what  was  the  extent 
of  toleration  conceded  to  them.  We  do  not 
stop  to  prove  that  they  were  not  allowed  to 
possess  land,  nor  to  be  judges,  nor  members 
of  the  Sanhedrin,  nor  to  hold  any  office,  nor  to 
intermarry  with  the  Jews.  From  all  that, 
they  were  excluded  by  the  law  of  God  him- 
self. They  were  allowed  to  sojourn  in  the 
land,  and  hence  their  name  "  sojourning  pro- 
selytes." Further,  "  They  were  to  be  treated 
with  the  same  courtesy  and  benevolence  as  the 
Israelites."  (See  No.  4,  p.  13.)  But  fur- 
ther than  this  the  toleration  did  not  extend. 
The  oral  law,  though  it  commands  "  courtesy 
and  benevolence,"  does  not  administer  even- 
handed  justice  to  "  the  pious  of  the  nations  of 
the  world,"  as  may  be  seen  from  the  following 
specimens :  — 

•  n^i:  n'oin  -i:  n«  i«  urn  n^<  n::\ni  y•^Tr^  bir\iD' 

*'  An  Israelite  who  unintentionally  kills  a 
slave,  or  a  sojourning  proselyte,  is  imprisoned 
(in  one  of  the  cities  of  refuge)." 

"  And  so  a  sojourning  proselyte  who  unin- 
tentionally kills  a  sojourning  proselyte,  or  a 
slave,  is  imprisoned." 

'■''  A  sojourning  proselyte  who  unintention- 
ally kills  an  Israelite,  although  he  did  it  un- 


intentionally, is  to  be  put  to  death."  (Hil- 
choth  Rotzeach,  c.  v.  3.)  The  written  law, 
on  the  contrary,  says,  "  These  six  cities 
shall  be  a  refuge,  both  for  the  children  of  Israel 
and  for  the  stranger,  and  for  the  sojourner 
among  them  :  that  any  one  that  killeth  any 
person  unawares  may  flee  thither."  (Num- 
bers XXXV.  15.)  Again,  the  oral  law  says — 
•;n  nun  vbs?  r\r\:  ir^  i\mn  n:  nnrr©  "^sixd^ 

"  An  Israelite  who  kills  a  sojourning  Prose- 
lyte, is  not  put  to  death  on  his  account  by  the 
tribunal,  for  it  is  said,  '  But  if  a  man  come 
presumptuously  upon  his  neighbour.'  (Exo- 
dus xxi.  14.)  The  law  of  God  says,  "  Whoso 
sheddeth  man's  blood,  by  man  shall  his  blood 
be  shed  :  for  in  the  image  of  God  made  he 
man."  (Gen.  ix.  6.)  And  to  this  law  the 
New  Testament  commands  us  Christians  to 
adhere,  rejecting  the  oral  traditions ;  and  in 
consequence  the  laws  of  Christian  countries 
make  no  difference  between  the  murderer  of 
a  Jew,  a  Christian,  Turk,  Infidel,  or  Heretic. 
Short  as  all  Christian  nations  confessedly  come 
of  the  pure  morality  of  the  New  Testament, 
their  laws  direct  the  administration  of  im- 
partial justice,  and  are  a  terror  to  all  evil 
doers  of  every  creed  and  sect.  The  liberality  of 
the  Talmud  then, in  allowing  a  share  of  salvation 
to  the  pious  of  the  world  is  not  so  very  great,  nor 
its  toleration  of  a  very  comprehensive  character. 
It  not  only  withholds  justice  from  the  pious 
of  the  world,  but  gives  as  the  reason,  because 
they  are  not  considered  as  neighbours.  Want 
of  room  prevents  us  from  pursuing  this  subject 
further  at  present.  We  therefore  ask.  Is  this 
law  from  God  ?  Can  God,  in  an  oral  law, 
directly  contradict  his  written  law  ?  Can  you 
point  out  any  thing  similar  in  the  New  Tes- 
tament ?  Is  this  law  just  or  unjust  ?  You 
will  grant  that  it  is  unjust  and  erroneous. 
Then  your  fathers  have  been  mistaken  about 
one  of  the  first  principles  of  the  administration 
of  justice,  for  many  centuries.  And  your 
brethren  who  adhere  to  this  system  as  divine, 
as  on  the  Barbary  coast,  for  instance,  are  still 
mistaken.  "\'\''hy  do  you  not  protest  aloud 
against  such  error?  Why  not  endeavour  to 
convince  your  brethren  that  they  are  wrong  ? 
In  England  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  you. 
There  is  full  liberty,  free  toleration.  You  may 
lift  up  your  voice  like  a  trumpet  against  the 
errors  of  the  Talmud.  You  may  expunge  all 
acknowledgment  of  its  authority  from  your 
prayers — you  may  return  to  Closes  and  the 
prophets,  and  no  man   will  say  nay. 
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We  said,  in  our  last  number,  that  "  the 
pious  of  the  nations  of  the  world  "  are,  ac- 
cording to  tlie  oral  law,  those  who  have  re- 
ceived the  seven  commandments  of  the  sons 
of  Noah.  We  said  that  of  the  laws  laid 
down  for  their  ovi'n  conduct,  some,  as  for 
instance  that  respecting  divorces,  are  such  as 
would  introduce  confusion  and  misery  into 
Gentile  society — and  that  others,  referring  to 
the  administration  of  justice  by  Rabbinical 
tribunals,  are  extremely  unjust.  But  the 
advocates  of  the  oral  law  think,  nevertheless, 
that  it  is  very  tolerant,  more  tolerant  than  the 
New  Testament,  because  it  says  that  "the 
pious  of  the  nations  of  the  world  have  a  share 
in  the  world  to  come."  Now  we  cannot  help 
feeling  a  curiosity  to  know  how  great  or  how 
small  that  share  will  be.  And  this  our  curi- 
osity is  excited  by  the  following  information, 
which  the  oral  law  commands  to  be  commu- 
nica'ed  to  a  Gentile  who  wishes  to  turn 
Jew. — 

^rn  h?b{>?  -iiq:  p>iij  nvi)  ]^><\l^i  •  xnn  nbirn  '^nb 
D7irn*c  !Mv  "'in  r>  p^ij^i  :  yJlv^  n'^m-t?  'oDnn 
nj^nrr©  mi  •  bi^i\z;>  cm  r^yi-^b  ^\v  psi?  ir«  «in 
^\^iU  cm  rT2iD^  x"'n  nnvo  mn  cbir^n  ir-i^i  bi>}-i">r>^ 
oil'  ^n-ij  •  mov^D  mn  cbii^n  niiiD  m  bipb  p^y 
'p'■l^'^  ^r:i^2XD  prD  t«}3n  cbirn  i5tt)  n^csn  irn'T  cnb 
n-i  irvbi^  i^^nn  j^in  "[iii  '•i)^1p^^  ^>ni  :  riri'i  piTC' 
poll""  pi  ^^b  mr)i^<n'?D  i«?'?«na^'N7u?nDm:r"nc 

'ij.i 

*'  As  they  are  to  make  known  to  him  the 
punishments  attached  to  the  commandments, 
so  they  are  also  to  inform  him  of  the  rewards 
for  keeping  them.  They  should  inform  him, 
that,  by  the  doing  of  these  commandments, 
he  will  be  worthy  of  everlasting  life;  and 
that  there  is  no  perfectly  righteous  man, 
except  that  possessor  of  wisdom  who  does  and 
knows  them.  And  they  are  to  say  to  him, 
Be  assured  that  the  ■world  to  come  is  laid  up  for 
none  hut  the  righteous,  and  tlicy  are  Israel ;  and 
as  to  this  that  thou  seest  Israel  in  trouble  in 
this  world,  their  good  things  are  laid  up  for 
th  m,  for  they  cannot  receive  an  abundance 
of  good  things  in  this  xeorld,  like  the  nations. 
Their  heart  might,  perchance,  be  lifted  up, 
and  they  might  go  astray,  and  lose  the  reward 
of  the  world  to  come,  as  it  is  said,  '  Jeshurun 


i  waxed    fat  and   kicked.'      The  Holy    One, 
blessed  be  he,   brings  upon  them  the  abund- 
j  ance  of  afflictions  for  no  other  reason   than 
[  this,  that  they  may  not  be  lost.     ^11  the  na- 
tions sliall  he  nttcrly  destroyed,  but  they  shall 

abide."  (Hilchoth  Issure  Biah.,  c.  xiv.  3 5.) 

To  us  this  sounds  very  much  like  a  flat  con- 
tradiction to  the  above  declaration,  that  "  the 
pious  of  the  nations  of  the  world  have  a  share 
in  the  world  to  come."  Here,  on  the  con- 
trary, it  is  stated  that  the  blessings  of  that 
state  are  reserved  "for  none  but  the  righteous, 
and  they  are  Israel ;"  and  again,  "  all  the 
nations  shall  be  utterly  destroyed."  And  it 
is  even  implied  that  the  nations  get  their  good 
things  in  this  world,  and  do  not  suffer  afflic- 
tion, as  they  arc  not  to  have  that  blessedness, 
which  is  reserved  for  the  righteous.  How, 
then,  are  we  to  reconcile  these  two  sayings  ? 
There  are  only  two  ways  which  occur  to  us, 
either  by  saying  that  this  is  not  strictly  true, 
but  only  a  fair  speech  in  order  to  catch  pro- 
selytes ;  or,  if  it  be  strictly  true,  that  then 
"  the  pious  of  the  world"  are  to  have  a  much 
smaller  share  in  the  blessedness  to  come.  In 
any  case  the  spirit  is  far  from  charitable  or 
tolerant.  It  represents  God  as  an  acceptor  of 
persons,  saving  Israelites  simply  because  they 
are  Israelites,  and  destroying  the  other  nation's 
because  they  are  not  Israelites.  The  New 
Testament  representation  is  very  different, 
and  far  more  worthy  of  "  The  Judge  of  all 
the  earth."  It  does  indeed  say,  "  He  that 
believeth  shall  be  saved,  and  he  that  believeth 
not  shall  be  damned."  But  in  this  very  de- 
claration, we  have  an  impartial  rule  applied 
to  all  mankind.  "  He  that  believeth,"  of 
whatsoever  nation,  kindred,  or  tongue— Jew 
or  Gentile,  white  or  black — "  shall  be  saved." 
"  He  that  believeth  not,"  whether  he  be 
called  a  Jew  or  a  Christian,  whether  he  be  a 
son  of  Japhet,  of  Shem,  or  of  Ham,  "  shall 
be  damned."  The  New  Testament  asserts 
no  monopoly  of  salvation  for  one  favoured 
family.  It  excludes  none  because  he  had  not 
the  happiness  to  be  descended  from  a  privi- 
leged stock.  It  lays  down  a  general  and  im- 
partial rule  to  be  applied  to  all  the  children  of 
men.     The  oral  law  says, 

«in  cbir'?  "p-^n  en"?  \ri'  ha-vii'  h:^ 
"  All  Israel  has  a  share  in  the  world  to 
come."      The  New  Testament   says,  '^  Not 
every  one  that  saith  unto  me,  Lord,  Lord, 
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shall  enter  the  kingdom  of  heaven,  but  he 
that  doeth  the  will  of  my  Father  which  is  in 
heaven."  (Matt.  vii.  21.)  The  oral  law 
says,  "  The  world  to  come  is  laid  up  for 
none  but  the  righteous,  and  they  are  Israel." 
The  New  Testament  says,  "  God  is  no  re- 
specter of  persons  ;  but  in  every  nation  he 
thatfearcth  him,  and  worketh  righteousness,  is 
accepted  with  him."  (Actsx.  34,  35.)  Now 
then  we  appeal  to  the  good  sense  of  every 
Jew,  even  of  the  Talmudists,  to  tell  us  which 
of  these  two  statements  is  most  just,  impartial, 
and  worthy  of  the  Just  Judge  ? 

But  the  reasoning  employed  in  the  above 
extract  from  the  oral  law,  is  as  false  as  the 
principles  which  it  is  intended  to  support, 
when  it  says,  "  As  to  this  that  thou  seest 
Israel  in  trouble  in  this  world,  their  good 
things  are  laid  up  for  them,  for  they  cannot 
receive  an  abundance  of  good  things  in  this 
world  like  the  nations,"  it  directly  contradicts 
the  law  of  Moses,  which  everywhere  promises 
an  abundance  of  temporal  blessings  to  Israel, 
if  obedient.  "  It  shall  come  to  pass,  if  thou 
shalt  hearken  diligently  unto  the  voice  of  the 
Lord  thy  God,  to  observe  and  to  do  all  the 
commandments  which  I  command  thee  this 
day,  that  the  Lord  thy  God  will  set  thee  on 
h'tgh  above  all  naiions  of  the  earth,  and  all 
these  blessings  shall  come  upon  thee,  and 
overtake  thee,  if  thou  shalt  hearken  unto  the 
voice  of  the  Lord  thy  God.  Blessed  shalt 
thou  be  in  the  city,  and  blessed  shalt  thou  be 
in  the  field.  Blessed  shall  be  the  fruit  of  thy 
body,  and  the  fruit  of  thy  ground,  and  the 
fruit  of  thy  cattle,  the  increase  of  thy  kine, 

and  the  flocks  of  thy  sheep The  Lord 

shall  cause  thine  enemies  that  rise  up  against 
thee  to  be  smitten  before  thy  face ;  they  shall 
come  out  against  thee  one  way,  and  flee  be- 
fore thee  seven  ways.  The  Lord  shall  com- 
mand the  blessing  upon  thee  in  thy  store- 
houses, and  in  all  that  thou  settest  thine  hand 
imto  ;  and  he  shall  bless  thee  in  the  land 
which  the  Lord  thy  God  giveth  thee."  (Deut. 
xxviii.  1 — 8,  &c.)  Here,  then,  is  temporal 
blessing  in  abundance,  promised  to  obedience; 
and  the  afflictions  which  have  come  upon 
Israel  are  not  because  of  their  piety,  but  be- 
cause of  their  disobedienc.  In  this  case,  then, 
the  oral  law  speaks  utter  falsehood.  God  has  not 
two  ways  of  dealing  with  nations,  but  one 
way.  He  gives  every  nation  a  fair  trial,  and 
if  they  refuse  to  hearken  to  his  voice,  he  pours 
out  upon  them  his  wrath.  The  rise,  and 
growth,  and  trial,  of  a  nation  is  slower,  and 
requires  more  time  than  the  growth  and  trial 
of  individual  men.  The  life  of  a  nation  is,  so 
to  speak,  longer  than  the  life  of  a  man.  Cen- 
turies are  required  as  the  time  of  a  nation's 
trial,  but  all  history,  sacred  and  profane,  tes- 
tifies the  truth  of  the  general  rule  given  in  the 
Old  Testament,  "  Righteousness  exalteth  a 
nation,  but  sin  Ls  a  reproach  to  any  people.'' 
The  only  difference  which  God  makes  between 


Israel  and  the  other  nations,  is  with  regard  to 
their  national  existence  in  this  world.  He 
has  crumbled  the  mighty  empires  of  Assyria, 
Babylon,  Greece,  and  Rome  into  dust,  but 
he  still  preserves  the  independent  existence  of 
the  family  of  Abraham,  according  to  his 
covenant;  and  when,  as  a  naiion,  they  repent 
and  return  to  him.  He  will  remove  the  rod  of 
his  anger,  and  give  them  the  temporal  pros- 
perity which  He  has  promised  by  the  mouth 
of  Moses  his  servant.  But  this  promise  of 
temporal  blessing  will  not  justify  any  im- 
penitent Jew  at  the  tribunal  of  God's  judg- 
ment. The  hopes  held  out  by  the  oral  law 
are  utterly  fallacious,  and  dishonouring  to 
God,  inasmuch  as  he  is  represented  as  unduly 
favouring  one  nation,  and  unjustly  condemning 
all  others. 

An  advocate  of  the  oral  law  may,  however, 
find  out  some  other  way  of  evading  the  evi- 
dent intolerance  of  the  above  statement,  and 
still  insist  upon  it,  that  as  the  Talmud  says, 
"  The  pious  of  the  nations  of  the  world  have 
a  share  in  the  world  to  come,"  it  is  a  very  to- 
lerant book.  We  therefore  proceed  to  inquire 
what  pains  the  rabbles  huve  taken  to  add  to 
the  number  of  those  who  are  to  be  saved. 
They  believe,  as  we  are  told,  that  every  one, 
who  receives  and  observes  the  seven  com- 
m.andments  of  the  sons  of  Noah,  will  be 
saved  ;  they  believe  that  all  others  must  be 
lost ;  have  they  then  taken  any  pains  to  make 
known  this  important  information  to  the 
world  ?  Or,  if  that  was  not  to  be  expected 
during  the  captivity,  did  they  during  the  days 
of  their  power  and  dominion  ?  Or,  at  least, 
.  did  they  offer  every  facility  to  those  Gentiles 
who  might  come  to  renounce  idolatry,  to  re- 
ceive the  necessary  instruction  ?  Did  they 
command  all  their  disciples  to  be  ready  day 
and  night  to  open  their  doors  at  the  knock  of 
the  penitent  idolater,  and  by  receiving  rescue 
him  from  everlasting  destruction  ?  Not  one 
of  all  these  things.  They  commanded  that, 
during  forty-nine  years  out  of  every  fifty,  such 
converts  should  be  refused,  and  that  if  they  did 
not  choose  to  be  circumcised,  and  observe  the 
whole  Mosaic  law,  they  should  be  left  to  pe- 
rish. 

cV'3!,"»  -rw  i!b\D  vbi""  bap^  ^i3  ni  iiDin  i:  Kin  m  ^s* 
ni  nn  bno  ^bi  '112  «bT  no  ^:i  ivi:^:^)  mi^cn  -ix^d  cv 
x~ip3  nobi  •  cbirn  mov^?  n^cno  ^^im  im^  ]'''2pn 
b.^TC^  y-is'i  "i:^:^!  iT'cinb  12?  "imo'o  '^^  ntinn  loin 
«bx  i\mn  -13  ]^b2p?D  iw  :  dV'di-  niDbni  "i:-iK3~,r'  iod 

"  What  is  meant  by  a  sojourning  prose- 
lyte? Such  an  one  is  a  Gentile,  who  has 
taken  upon  himself  not  to  commit  idolatry, 
together  with  the  remaining  commandments 
giVen  to  the  sons  of  Noah,  but  is  not  circum- 
cised nor  baptised.  Such  an  one  is  received, 
and  is  of  the  pious  of  the  nations  of  the  world. 
And  why  is  he  called  a  sojourner  3  Because 
it  is  lawful  for  uh  to  lei  him  dwell  amongst  us 
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in  the  land  of  Israel,  as  we  have  explained  in 
the  laws  concerning  idolatry.  But  a  sojourn- 
ing  iirosclyte  is  not  received  except  dur- 
ing THE  CELEBRATION  OF  THE  JU- 
BILEE." (Hilchoth  Issure  Blah,  c,  xiv,  7,  8.) 
During  the  other  forty-nine  years  the  unfortu- 
nate heathen  might  perish,  if  they  did  not 
choose  to  become  Jews  altogether.  Now  was 
this  charitable  ?  Was  it  tolerant  ?  What 
use  was  there  in  talking  of  the  liberality  of  the 
Talmudic  law  during  these  forty-nine  years  ? 
The  Rabbinist  might  say,  We  grant  that  the 
pious  of  the  nations  may  be  saved;  and  a 
Gentile  might  answer,  Well,  I  am  willing  to 
become  one  of  the  pious  ;  I  wish  to  be  saved  ; 
receive  me.  The  Rabbinist  would  answer, 
Nay,  you  must  wait  until  the  year  of  Jubilee. 
The  Gentile  might  urge,  there  are  eight-and- 
forty  }'ears  to  pass  away  before  that ;  in  the 
meanwhile  I  must  die,  for  I  am  already  old, 
and  if  I  die,  I  must  be  lost.  The  Rabbinist 
could  only  reply,  I  cannot  help  you,  unless 
you  will  consent  to  be  circumcised  and  turn 
Jew.  But  what  will  be  thought  of  the  cha- 
rity of  this  law  if  we  add,  that  there  has  been 
no  jubilee,  and  consequently  no  pious  am.ongst 
the  nations  for  two  thousand  seven  hundred 
years  and  more  ?  Yet  this  is  what  the  oral 
law  tells  us. 

Vr£)n  n^3o  r:i\D  >2m  i:  '^nt^i  ]ni«-\  'j:itj  nb-AUo 
pu  •  n^i-a^v  bi?  yii^i  -nii  sni^-ipT  ">Di^:'aj  mbnrrr 
"iZivi  ^^2V  y2yr\-j-o  rrv  ^r^^  j^ini  •  n^bi-  n^i^r'r  b^^D 

"  Since  the  time  that  the  tribe  of  Reuben, 
and  the  tribe  of  Gad  and  the  half-tribe  of 
JManasseh  were  led  away  captive,  the  ju- 
bilees have  ceased,  for  it  is  said,  '  And  ye 
shall  proclaim  liberty  throughout  the  land 
unto  all  the  inhabitants  thereof,'  (Lev.  xxv. 
10)  ;  that  means,  when  all  its  inhabitants  are 
upon  it,  and  moreover  when  the  tribes  are  not 
mixed  one  with  another,  but  all  dwelling 
according  as  they  were  appointed."  (Hilchoth 
Shemitah,  ex.  8.)  We  have  the  account  of 
this  captivity  in  the  following  words,  "  In 
those  days  the  Lord  began  to  cut  Israel  short: 
and  Hazael  smote  them  in  all  the  coasts  of 
Israel :  from  Jordan  eastward,  all  the  land  of 
Gilead,  the  Gadites,  and  the  Reubenites,  and 
the  Manassites."  (2  Kings  x.  32,  33.)  That 
was,  according  to  the  common  chronology, 
about  884  years  before  the  Christian  era.  If 
to  this  we  add  1836,  we  have  2720  years 
since  the  time  that  there  could  be  a  jubilee, 
and  consequently  2720  years  since  any  Gen- 
tiles were  converted  from  the  errors  of  idolatry 
to  the  religion  of  the  sons  of  Noah.  What 
is  it  then  but  solemn  mockery,  in  any  one  ac- 
quainted with  the  oral  law,  to  tell  us  that  the 
Talmud  is  tolerant,  and  admits  ''  that  the 
pious  of  the  nations  of  the  world  may  be 
saved ; "  when  according  to  that  same  book 
seven-and-twenty  centuries  have  elapsed,  since 
any  such  converts  were  received  ?     We  be- 


lieve that  those  who  make  this  defence  are 
unacquainted  with  the  principles  of  the  system 
which  they  undertake  to  defend.  The  truth 
is,  that  the  authors  of  the  oral  law,  finding 
that  they  could  not  altogether  deny  salvation 
to  the  pious  of  other  nations,  were  determined 
not  to  add  to  their  number,  and  therefore 
limited  the  possiljility  of  this  mode  of  conver- 
sion to  times  that  had  elapsed  long  before 
they  were  born.  But  in  their  own  times  they 
would  not  receive  any  one  who  was  not  will- 
ing to  be  circumcised  and  to  receive  the  whole 
law.  And  hence  we  see  how  exactly  the  New 
Testament  represents  the  state  of  the  case, 
when  Christianity  was  first  propagated 
amongst  the  Gentiles,  and  free  salvation  was 
proclaimed  to  all  who  believed,  without  be- 
coming Jewish  proselytes.  The  Rabbinists 
opposed  with  all  their  might.  ''  And  certain 
men  wliich  came  down  from  Judea  taught  the 
brethren  and  said.  Except  ye  be  circumcised 
after  the  manner  of  Moses,  ye  cannot  be 
saved."  And  again,  "  There  rose  up  certain 
of  the  sect  of  the  Pharisees  which  believed, 
saying  that  it  was  needful  to  circumcise  them, 
and  to  commar.d  them  to  keep  the  law  of 
Moses."  (Acts  xv.  1 — 5.)  It  was  not  the 
year  of  jubilee,  and  therefore  renunciation  of 
idolatry  was  not  sufficient  in  the  eyes  of  these 
traditionists,  who  believed  that  at  such  a  time 
there  was  no  salvation  except  for  those  who 
observed  the  v.'hole  law.  But  how  is  it  now? 
If  a  Gentile  should  desire  now  to  become  one 
of  the  pious  of  the  nations,  could  the  Jews  re- 
ceive him  ?  According  to  the  above  general 
principles,  certainly  not.  The  tribes  are  still 
scattered  and  mixed  up  together.  The  land 
has  not  got  "all  its  inhabitants."  There  can 
be  no  jubilee,  and  therefore  those  that  wish  to 
be  saved,  must,  according  to  the  oral  law,  turn 
Jews,  or  take  their  chance  of  living  to  a  year 
of  jubilee.  But  we  are  not  necessitated  to 
argue  from  the  principles.  The  thing  is 
expressly  laid  down  in  the  oral  law.  After 
explaining,  as  we  have  quoted  above,  who  are 
the  pious  of  the  world,  and  that  the  year  of 
jubilee  is  the  only  time  for  receiving  them,  it 
adds — 

yin  nbi3  n-iinn  "jd  vbi?  bp  I'j'frx  mn  pn  7ni< 
:  in"i«  ^'"jipQ  ]'N  ins  pMpTo 

"  But  in  the  present  time,  though  a  man 
should  be  willing  to  take  upon  him  the  whole 
law  with  the  exception  of  only  one  of  its  least 
requirements,  he  is  not  to  be  received."  Now 
then  what  becomes  of  the  boasted  toleration  of 
the  Talmud  ?  It  says  that  "  the  pious  of  the 
nations  of  the  world  may  be  saved."  But  it 
says,  first,  that  such  converts  can  only  be  re- 
ceived once  in  fifty  years.  It  says,  secondly, 
than  even  those  scanty  opportunities  have  not 
occurred  for  the  last  2700  years ;  and,  lastly, 
it  positively  forbids  the  Jews  hi  the  present 
time  to  give  the  Gentiles  a  chance  of  salvation, 
unless  they  are  willing  to  receive  the  whole 
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law.  What  use  is  it  then  to  talk  of  the  pious 
of  the  world,  or  to  say  that  people  of  other  t 
religions  may  be  saved  ?  According  to  the  | 
Talmud,  there  are  no  pious  of  the  nations, 
unless  perchance  there  may  be  some  descend- 
ants of  those  who  were  received  2700  years 
ago.  But  all  history  that  we  have  ever  seen 
is  silent  on  the  subject.  We  do  not  know  of 
a  single  congregation  of  Noahites  in  the  whole 
world.  The  forefathers  of  the  Christians  were 
not  received  during  the  year  of  jubilee.  They 
were  idolaters  received  against  the  wishes  of 
the  Rabbinists.  The  Britons  and  the  Saxons 
were  converted  to  Christianity  long  after  the 
iinal  dispersion  of  the  Jews,  that  is,  at  a  time 
when,  according  to  the  Talmud,  it  was  un- 
lawful to  add  to  the  pious  amongst  the  na- 
tions. Neither  were  they  received  according 
to  the  Talmudic  condition,  in  the  presence  of 
three  learned  Jews. 

□nnn  n^jVi?  ';D2  vbi"  bi^^b  y^^:i^ 
'*  And  it  is  necessary  for  such  an  one  to  take 
the  seven  commandments  on  him  in  the  pre- 
sence of  three  learned  inen,  who  are  qualified 
to  be  rabbles."  (Hilchoth  Melachim,  c.  viii. 
10.)  According  to  the  oral  law,  then,  there 
are  no  such  persons  now  existing  as  "  the 
pious  of  the  nations  of  the  world."  It  is, 
therefore,  idle  to  talk  of  the  liberality  with 
which  they  would  be  treated,  were  they  forth- 
coming. Thus  the  only  appearance  of  an 
argument  in  favour  of  the  Talmud  vanishes 
into  thin  air,  and  mocks  our  grasp,  as  soon 
as  we  endeavour  to  lay  hold  of  it.  Those 
who  caught  at  this  phantom  of  charity,  no 
doubt  meant  it  sincerely.  They  thought  that 
the  oral  law  was  misrepresented.  They  were 
told  that  it  was  charitable,  and  they  therefore 
nobly  came  forward  in  its  defence.  If  they 
had  known  its  true  principles,  they  would 
have  renounced  them.  Their  advocacy  went 
on  a  false  supposition.  But  now  that  we 
have  set  forth  the  true  bearings  of  the  case, 
and  given  them  chapter  and  verse  to  which 
they  may  refer,  and  convince  themselves,  we 
call  upon  them  to  do  so :  and  then,  as  they 
hate  intolerance,  to  join  with  us  in  protesting 
against  it,  even  though  it  should  be  found  in 
that  system,  which  hitherto  they  have  believed, 
on  the  testimony  of  others,  to  be  divine.  At 
the  same  time  we  would  seriously  ask  of 
then)  to  compare  this  system,  which  has  been 
for  more  than  I7OO  years  the  religion  of  the 
majority  of  the  Jewish  nation,  with  the  system 
laid  down  in  the  New  Testament,  and  to 
decide  which  is  most  agreeable  to  the  character 
of  God,  as  revealed  in  the  law  and  the  pro- 
phets, and  most  beneficial  to  the  world.  The 
oral  law  savs,   that  God  has  commanded  the 


heathen  to  be  left  for  2,700  years  without  the 
means  of  instruction,  and  that  when  the  days 
cf  Israel's  prosperity  come,  the  nations  are  to 
be  converted  by  force  ;  but  that  even  then,  they 
will  not  be  raised  to  the  rank  of  brethren, 
but  only  be  sojourning  proselytes.  The  oral 
law  looks  forward  to  no  reunion  of  all  the 
sons  of  Adam  into  one  happy  family.  The 
New  Testament  has,  on  the  contrary,  com- 
manded its  disciples  to  afford  the  means  of 
instruction  "  to  every  creature."  It  speaks 
to  Ais  Gentiles,  who  were  once  regarded  as 
poor  outcasts,  in  the  language  of  love,  and 
says,  "  Now,  therefore,  ye  are  no  more 
strangers  and  foreigners,  but  fellow-citizens 
with  the  saints,  and  of  the  household  of  God." 
(Ephes.  ii.  19.)  It  takes  nothing  from  you. 
It  asserts  your  privileges  as  the  peculiar  people 
of  God ;  but  it  reveals  that  great,  and  to  us, 
most  comfortable  truth,  "  That  the  Gentiles 
should  be  fellow-heirs,  and  of  the  same  body ;" 
and  it  promises  a  happy  time,  when  there 
shall  be  one  fold  and  one  Shepherd.  It  does, 
indeed,  tell  us  not  to  forget  what  we  once  were, 
"  aliens  from  the  commonwealth  of  Israel, 
and  strangers  from  the  covenant  of  promise, 
having  no  hope,  and  without  God  in  the 
world."  (Eph.  ii.  12.)  It  remiirds  us  that 
the  olive-tree  is  Jewish,  and  that  you  are  the 
natural  branches,  and  warns  us  against  all 
boasting.  (Rom.  xi.  16— 24.)  And  we  desire 
to  remember  these  admonitions,  and  to  ac- 
knowledge  with  thankfulness,  that  all  that  we 
have  received,  is  derived  from  the  Jewish 
nation.  We  ask  you  not  to  compare  the  oral 
law  with  any  Gentile  speculations,  or  systems, 
or  inventions,  but  with  doctrines  essentially 
and  entirely  Jewish.  Christianity  has  ef- 
fected great  and  glorious  changes  in  the  world, 
but  we  take  not  the  glory  to  ourselves.  We 
give  it  to  God,  who  is  the  author  of  all  good, 
ar.d  under  Him,  to  the  people  of  Israel.  We 
ask  you,  then,  to  compare  these  two  Jewish 
systems,  Rabbini.sm,  which  has  done  no  good 
to  the  Gentiles,  and  perpetuated  much  error 
amongst  the  Jews ;  and  Christianity,  which 
has  diffused  over  the  world  the  knowledge  of 
the  one  true  God — disseminated  the  writings 
of  JMoses  and  the  prophets,  and  increased  the 
happiness  of  a  large  portion  of  mankind.  The 
comparison  may  require  time,  and  ought  to 
be  conducted  with  calmness  and  seriousness. 
But  we  think  that,  even  without  instituting 
that  comparison,  you  must  acknowledge  that 
the  principles  of  the  oral  law,  discussed  in 
this  paper,  are  contrary  to  the  law  of  Closes  ; 
and  that,  therefore,  a  decided  and  solemn 
protest  against  these  Rabbinical  additions,  is 
an  immediate  and  imperative  duty. 
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There  are  various  marks  by  which  a  re- 
ligion of  man's  making  may  be  detected.  It 
is  usually  intolerant,  superstitious,  and  volu- 
minous. It  limits  the  love  of  God  to  a  par- 
ticular class.  It  exalts  ceremonial  observances 
above  the  worship  of  the  heart ;  and  so  multi- 
plies its  laws  and  definitions,  as  to  put  the 
knowledge  of  it  beyond  the  reach  of  any  but 
the  learned.  Any  one  of  these  marks  would 
go  far  towards  shaking  the  claims  of  a  reli- 
gious system.  For  instance,  if  it  lay  down 
as  religious  duties  so  many  and  such  subtle 
laws,  as  it  is  impossible  for  the  unlearned  to 
attain  a  knowledge  of,  it  is  plainly  the  inven- 
tion of  the  learned,  v/lio  have  thought  only  of 
themselves,  and  have  not  that  tender  regard 
and  consideration  for  the  ignorant,  which  the 
Creator  has.  His  religion  must  be  for  all, 
the  poor  as  well  as  the  rich,  and  the  ignorant 
as  well  as  the  wise  of  this  world.  We  fear 
that  the  oral  law  of  the  rabbies  will  not  stand 
any  one  of  these  tests ;  it  is,  at  all  events,  a 
religion  for  the  learned,  and  the  learned  only . 
There  is  scarcely  one  of  its  commandments 
that  is  not  so  encumbered  with  distinctions 
and  definitions,  as  to  make  the  right  interpre- 
tation  of  it  the  sole  property  of  the  educated. 
Take,  for  example,  one  of  the  first  and  most 
frequent  of  the  commandments,  in  the  rab- 
binist's  daily  practice,  CT  rh^-'i  (the  washing 
of  hands. )  The  command  appears  very  simple. 
It  says — 

"  Let  him  wash  his  hands,  and  pronounce 
the  benediction  for  the  washing  of  hands." 
(Orach  Chaiim.  §.  4.)  But  out  of  this  sliort 
command  arise  endless  distinctions,  according 
to  which  the  act  performed  is  regarded  as  a 
valid  or  invalid  fulfilment  of  the  command. 

•  'Vdi  jm  i>bisi3\D  ''on  rn^^i)  ^b^n  •  cn^  \-i\ri  Vd^ 

"  Every  one  who  washes  his  hands  must 
attend  to  four  things.  1st,  To  the  water, 
that  it  be  not  unlawful  for  the  washing  of 
hands.  2d,  To  the  measure,  that  there  be  a 
quartern  for  the  two  hands.  3d,  To  the 
vessel,  that  the  water,  wherewith  the  washing 
is  performed,  be  in  a  vessel.  4th,  To  the 
washer,  that  the  water  come  with  force  from 
him  that  pours."  (Hilchoth  Berachoth  vi.  6.) 


Each  of  these  four  limitations  requires  new 
explanations  and  definitions  of  its  own,  as  for 
example,  there  are  four  things  that  make 
water  unlawful  for  the  washing  of  hands  ;  one 
of  these  is,  if  any  work  be  done  with  it.  This 
necessarily  requires  fresh  definitions  of  what 
is  and  is  not  work.  Then  come  the  directions 
as  to  how  far  the  washing  is  to  reach,  the 
position  of  the  hands,  whether  they  are  to  be 
held  up  or  down,  the  drying  of  the  hands.  A 
perfect  and  accurate  knowledge  of  all  these 
conditions  can  be  attained  only  by  the  learned. 
And  after  all  the  care  which  these  things  re- 
quire, the  Israelite  may  after  all  fall  short  of 
Talmudic  requirement,  for  there  is  still  an- 
other condition,  that  involves  another  host  of 
rabbinic  definitions,  the  non-observance  of 
which  will  invalidate  the  merit  of  his 
washing. 

"  Every  thing  that  is  an  impediment  in 
baptism  is  an  impediment  in  washing  of 
hands."  (Hilchoth  Mikvaoth  xi.  2.)  This, 
of  course,  leads  to  a  new  inquiry,  what  con- 
stitutes an  impediment. 

yin^y  i^ai  •  pb  yin-in  Piibob  •  m.vi  pi^uirr  ibx 
•  r\'bT^D  n"'o-im  •  ■ni^'OTi  ■•in  b^'^D  ^t  cim  •  nsnb 

"ID"!  cmn^n  ri^'^i  •  |vrT  '::'tD'i  r]i:n  bi"^  ]'>bmb^or^^ 
'*  These  are  the  impediments  in  human 
beings.  The  film  that  is  outside  the  eye. 
The  incrustation  outside  a  wound.  Dry 
blood  that  is  on  a  wound.  The  plaster  that 
is  on  it.  Filth  upon  the  flesh.  The  impurity 
or  dirt  under  the  nails.  Dirt  upon  the  body, 
mud,  potter's  clay,  &c."  (Ibid.  c.  ii.  1.) 
Every  one  of  these  can  give  rise  to  endless 
questions  in  casuistry,  which  are  evidently 
beyond  the  powers  of  the  unlearned,  and 
must  draw  him,  if  he  be  a  conscientious  man, 
to  the  rabbi  to  solicit  his  advice.  Thus,  one 
of  the  very  first  commandments  with  which 
the  Jew  begins  the  day,  requires  for  its  accu- 
rate fulfilment  a  degree  of  knowledge  which 
is  far  beyond  the  attainment  of  the  multitude. 
This  one  commandment  involves  scores  of 
others.  Nay,  we  doubt  not  that  an  accurate 
Talmudist  might  make  013  constitutions  out 
of  this  one  alone  ;  and  we  appeal  to  the  con. 
science  of  the  great  majority  of  Jews  in 
London  to  decide  whether  they  possess  the 
knowledge   here   required,   and  consequently 
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whether  it  is  possible  for  them  to  keep  this 
one  comirandment.  If  they  transgress  any 
one  of  these  rabbinic  distinctions,  their  hands 
are  not  washed,  and  consequently  they  are 
unfit  for  prayer.  But  this  is  not  a  command 
for  the  morning  only.  It  must  be  repeated 
through  the  day. 


nVnn 
"  Every  one  who  eats  that  sort  of  bread, 
for  which  the  benediction  is,  '  Blessed  art 
thou,  O  Lord  our  God,  King  of  the  universe  ! 
who  bringeth  forth  bread  from  the  earth,'*  is 
bound  to  wash  his  hands  at  the  beginning  and 
end.  And  although  the  bread  be  common, 
and  although  his  hands  have  not  been  defiled, 
and  he  is  not  aware  of  any  uncleanness  upon 
them,  he  is  not  to  eat  until  he  wash  both  his 
hands.  And  thus,  also,  with  regard  to  any 
thing  that  is  dipped  in  fluid,  the  washing  of 
hands  is  necessary  at  the  beginning."  (Hil- 
choth  Berachoih  vi.  1.)  Here,  again,  it  is 
necessary  to  know  the  different  sorts  of  bread, 
and  the  compounds  that  may  be  made  with 
the  different  sorts  of  flour,  and  the  various 
forms  of  benediction,  and  out  of  these  again 
may  arise  as  many  doubts  and  questions  as 
out  of  the  former,  for  the  solution  of  which 
learning,  acuteness,  and  practice  are  required; 
and  the  want  of  these  may  lead  to  transgres- 
sion, and,  according  to  the  rabbies,  to  most 
fatal  consequences.  For  instance,  neglect  of 
this  command  after  the  meal  may  cause 
blindness. 

WT  r\r:22i  'nr^D  n:nQn  •  nbon  ••^Dn  nnro 


m  n»2n7oi  "-iit^d  pt? 


:d?d  •  nbnni 

"  All  bread  that  has  salt  in  it  requires 
washing  of  hands  after  it ;  lest  perhaps  it 
might  be  the  salt  of  Sodom,  or  salt  of  the 
same  nature,  and  a  man  might  pass  his  hand 
over  his  eyes  and  become  blind.  On  this  ac- 
count all  are  bound  to  wash  their  hands  at  the 
end  of  every  meal,  because  of  the  salt.  But 
in  a  camp  they  are  exempt  from  washing  at 
the  beginning,  because  they  are  oppressed 
with  the  fatigues  of  war,  and  are  bound  to 
wash  after  meal  on  account  of  the  danger." 
(Ibid.  3.)  Suppose,  then,  that  a  poor  igno- 
rant m.an,  with  the  best  intention  in  the 
world,  set  about  this  washing,  and  made  a 
mistake  with  regard  to  the  water,  or  the  vessel, 
or  the  pouring,  or  the  position  of  his  hands  ; 
or  suppose  that  a  soldier,  in  the  hurry  of  a 
camp,  were  to  make  this  mistake,  or  omit  the 
*  Jewish  prayer-book,  p.  152. 


washing  altogether,  and  then  have  the  ill  luck 
to  put  his  hands  to  his  eyes,  according  to  the 
oral  law,  blindness  would  be  the  consequence. 
Any  neglect  or  defect  in  the  morning  ablution 
would  be  more  fatal  still. 
mvtj  nin  n^■^\D  ^:c-o  c^?23?d':i  ]r]>b^  mir-b  p-\pi''') 
"dro  "p'bi^  mr^'i"'  ir  mo  ir^i  nb''.:^  u^^^p  n'^yri  b^ 
nrt^i  D-np  "n'2  r^no  i-'iz'Db  ~|n:j  p  br"i  •  d^di-d 
n3?"i  m-i^  ^:d?d  •  n'y^b^  '  n^owbi  •  i21::^T^b^  •  nob 

cn'bi''  rT)W 

"  A  man  must  be  very  careful  in  pouring 
water  on  his  hands  three  times,  for  an  evil  spi- 
rit rests  upon  the  hands  before  washing,  and 
does  not  depart  until  water  be  poured  on 
them  three  times.  Therefore  it  is  necessary, 
before  washing,  to  abstain  from  touching  the 
hand  to  the  mouth,  and  the  nose,  and  the  ears 
and  the  eyes,  because  an  evil  spirit  rests  upon 
them."  (Orach  Chaiim.,  §.  4.) 

Now,  is  this  the  religion  of  the  God  of  love, 
and  mercy,  and  justice?  Is  it  at  all  like  Him 
to  give  laws  so  subtle  and  multifarious  in  their 
distinctions,  that  it  is  next  to  impossible  for 
the  unlearned  man  to  obey  them  aright,  and 
then  to  attach  to  this  non-observance  such 
calamitous  consequences  ?  If  it  be  replied 
that  the  punishment  is  visited  only  on  those 
who  transgress  wilfully,  then  there  are  thou- 
sands of  Jews,  perhaps  in  this  very  city,  who 
live  in  the  habitual  and  wilful  omission  of 
this  precept,  and  who  have  the  use  of  their 
eyes,  just  as  well  as  the  strictest  Rabbinist. 
This  lact,  whicii  no  one  will  dispute,  proves 
beyond  doubt,  that  the  oral  law  has  spoken 
falsehood,  and  therefore  throws  utter  discredit 
upon  its  testimony  respecting  the  tradition  of 
the  commandment  itself.  It  is  confessedly  not  a 
commandment  from  God,  but  from  the  Scribes. 

•  DnDiD  nno  inrr^T  an'  rh'^zy^  i^-in'i  niD 
*'  We  have  explained  long  ago,  that  the 
washing  and  bathing  of  the  hands  are  derived 
from  the  words  of  the  Scribes."  (Hilchoth 
Mikvaoth,  xi.  1.)  That*  they  had  no  divine 
authority  for  the  command  is  evident  from  the 
subtilty  and  superstition  of  its  ordinances  ;  for 
we  presume  that  few  will  question  the  super- 
stition of  the  threat  of  blindness  to  the  dis- 
obedient, or  of  the  fable  of  the  evil  spirit 
resting  upon  the  hands.  One  such  connnand, 
then,  will  go  far  to  discredit  the  whole  story 
of  an  oral  law,  and  to  invalidate  the  character 
of  its  witnesses.  They  were  evidently  super- 
stitious men,  no  way  elevated  above  the'vulgar 
prejudices  of  the  times,  not  at  all  scru])ulous 
in  adding  to  the  law  of  God,  and  evidently 
aiming  at  a  complete  domination  over  the 
consciences  of  their  followers.  It  is  hardly 
possible  to  believe  that  they  were  not  aware  of 
the  necessary  result  of  the  system,  the  com- 
plete subjugation  of  the  consciences  of  the 
multitude.  The  mass  of  mankind  has  no 
leisure  for  the  study  of  juristic  distinctions, 
they  must,  therefore,  if  they  believe  such  to  be 
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divine,  cast  themselves  upon  tlie  mercy  of  the 
learned,  and  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  those 
who  have  the  keys  of  salvation,  will  also  pos- 
sess no  small  degree  of  influence  and  power  in 
this  world.  But,  whatever  was  the  motive, 
there  can  be  no  doubt  about  the  severity  with 
which  the  rabbies  enforced  this  command. 
They  exacted  even  from  the  poor  unfortunate,  | 
whom  circumstances  left  only  enough  water  to 
slake  his  thirst,  that  he  should  sacrifice  a  part 
of  it  to  this  rabbinical  puriHcation. 

"  Though  he  should  only  have  enough  water 
to  drink,  he  is  to  wash  his  hands  with  a  part 
of  it,  and  then  to  eat,  and  to  drink  the  re- 
mainder." (^Hilchoth  Berechoth,  vi.  19.) 
And  not  content  with  this  harsh  requirement, 
they  sentence  the  despiser  of  their  commands 
to  excomumnication. 

"  It  is  necessary  to  be  very  careful  in  the 
washing  of  hands,  for  every  one  who  despises 
the  washing  of  hands  is  guilty  of  excommuni- 
cation." (Orach  Chaiim.,  §.  158.)  And  this 
same  book  confirms  this  decision  by  a  case 
which  actually  occurred  of  a  man  thus  ex-  ', 
communicated,  and  who  dying  in  his  excom-  ] 
munication  had  the  usual  indignities  offered 
to  his  corpse. 

"  Whom  did  they  excommunicate  ?  Eleazar 
ben  Chatzar,  who  despised  the  washing  of  | 
hands ;  and  when  he  was  dead,  the  tribunal  i 
sent,  and  had  a  great  stone  laid  on  his  coffin, 
to  teach  thee  that  of  every  one  who  is  excom- 
municated and  dies  in  his  excommunication, 
the  coffin  is  stoned  by  the  tribunal."  (Tal- 
mud. Berechoth,  fol.  19,  col.  1.)  When 
they  had  the  power  they  employed  it  to  the 
full,  and  now  that  they  have  it  not,  the  oral 
law  still  threatens  poverty  and  extirpation  to 
every  transgressor. 

Npn]  ""\«T  :  nv:^  'Tb  «i  en'  nb>'^:2  b;bran  bn 
•  obii-n  p  -ips-i  WT  rh'-zi2  bibran  b3  "\^rb«  '^  nn« 
"  Every  one  who  despises  washing  of  hands 
sinks  into  poverty.  R.  Zerika  says  in  the  name 
of  R.  Eliezer,  Every  one  that  despises  the 
washing  of  hands  is  rooted  out  of  the  world." 
(Orach  Chaiim.,  ibid.)  Such  is  the  toleration 
of  the  oral  law  towards  Jews,  accused  of  no 
breach  of  God's  commandment,  convicted  of 
no  denial  of  God's  ^\'ord,  guilty  of  no  crime. 
And  yet  these  same  men,  who  are  strict  even  to 
persecution  about  one  of  their  own  institutions, 
allow  that  which  they  consider  the  Word  of 
God  to  be  transgressed  with  impunity,  if  it  be 
expedient.  They  assert  their  belief,  that  the 
law  of  Moses  forbids  the  Jews  to  have  cloth- 


ing, like  that  of  the  Gentiles,  to  shave  or  to 
wear  their  hair  like  the  other  nations,  and  yet 
they  say  the  transgression  of  this  divine  com- 
mand is  lawful  under  the  following  circum- 
stances. 

cnob>3  '3Cb  i^'b  yl'^^  mDb?2b  mp  n^nt)  b^<n\i3' 
•oiibb  -ima  m  nn  ;nb  rro-i'  xb^  'Db  '«::  ib  n>m 

"  An  Israelite  who  is  near  to  royalty,  and  is 
obliged  to  sit  before  Gentile  kings,  and  for 
whom  it  would  be  disgraceful  not  to  be  like 
them,  is  allowed  to  dress  and  to  shave  as  they 
do."  (Hilchoth  Accum.,  xi.  3.)  But  it  is 
not  to  be  wondered  at,  that  those  should 
lightly  esteem  the  Word  of  God,  who  are  capa- 
ble of  confounding  the  guilt  of  transgressing  a 
mere  human  ceremony  with  the  guilt  of  trans- 
gressing a  divine  command.  The  Talmud 
makes  the  sin  of  neglecting  this  command  as 
great  as  that  of  gross  immorality. 

nm  n->L"t^  bi-  «i  ib'«D  2n>  'T'^2  «bi  cnb  byan  bD 

"  Every  one  who  eats  bread  without  washing 
of  hands,  is  as  guilty  as  if  he  had  committed 
fornication.'*  (Sotah,  fol.  iv.  col.  2.) 

The  sum  of  all  that  has  been  said  is,  that 
the  Scribes  and  Pharisees  added  a  command- 
ment not  given  by  IMoses,  that  they  so  refined 
upon  the  conditions  of  its  fulfilment  as  to 
make  it  almost  impossible  for  the  unlearned 
not  to  transgress  it,  and  yet  denounced  such 
heavy  penalties  upon  the  transgressor  as  to 
make  it  an  intolerable  burden  to  tlie  conscien- 
tious ;  that  when  they  had  the  power,  they 
persecuted  all  that  refused  obedience,  and  did 
not  scruple  to  pronounce  the  guilt  of  trans- 
gression as  great  as  that  of  breaking  one  of 
the  moral  commandments.  They  have  pre- 
sented as  the  religion  of  Moses  a  system 
which  is  voluminous,  superstitious,  and  in- 
tolerant; difficult  to  the  comprehension  of 
the  unlearned,  terrific  to  their  consciences,  and 
cruel  to  their  persons.  But  when  the  poor 
were  ground  down  and  oppressed  under  this 
weight  of  superstition  and  tyranny,  God  sent 
them  a  deliverer  in  Jesus  of  Nazareth,  who 
asserted  the  revealed  truth  of  God,  and  pro- 
tested against  this  mental  bondage.  "  Then 
came  together  unto  him  the  Pharisees,  and 
certain  of  the  Scribes  which  cauje  from  Jeru- 
salem. And  when  they  saw  some  of  his  dis- 
ciples eat  bread  with  defiled  (that  is  to  say, 
with  unwashen  hands)  they  found  fault.  .  .  . 
He  answered  and  said  unto  them.  Well  hath 
Esaias  prophesied  of  you  hypocrites,  as  it  is 
written.  This  people  honoureth  me  with  their 
lips,  but  their  heart  is  far  from  me.  Howbeit 
in  vain  do  they  worship  me,  teaching  for  doc- 
trines the  commandments  of  men And 

when  he  had  called  all  the  people  unto  him, 
he  said  unto  them,  Hearken  unto  me  every 
one  of  you  and  understimd  :  there  is  nothing 
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from  without  a  man  that,  entering  into  him, 
can  defile  him  :  but  the  things  which  come  out 
of  him,  those  are  they  that  defile  him.  .  .  .  For 
from  within,  out  of  the  heart  of  men,  proceed, 
evil  thoughts,  adulteries,  fornications,  mur- 
ders, thefts,  covetousness,  wickedness,  deceit, 
lasciviousness,  an  evil  eye,  blasphemy,  pride, 
foolishness :  all  these  things  come  from  within, 
and  defile  the  man."  (^Mark  vii.  1 — 23.) 
Here  the  I^ord  Jesus  asserts  what  is  alike  the 
truth  of  God,  and  agreeable  to  the  dictates  of 
sound  sense.  So  Samuel  said  in  the  Old 
Testament. 

ni'^b  n.^n^  mn'i  c"':"'rb  rrj^T  D^«r^ 
"  Man  looketh  on  the  outward  appearance, 
but  God  looketh  on  the  heart."  (1  Sam. 
xvi.  70  I^ut  the  Scribes  and  Pharisees  treated 
the  Lord  Jesus  in  the  spirit  of  the  laws  v/hich 
we  have  adduced  above.  They  persecuted 
him  unto  death,  and  to  the  death  He  willingly 
went  a  martyr  for  the  truth,  and  a  sacrifice 
for  the  sin  of  the  world.  The  authors  of  the 
oral  law  had  but  a  short  triumph.  He  rose 
from  the  dead,  and  his  doctrine  spread  through 
the  world,  and  everywhere  announced  freedom 
from  the  bondage  of  superstition  as  well  as  a 
hope  of  everlasting  life.  And  the  Jewish 
nation  is  at  this  hour  enjoying  the  fruits  of 
His  death  and  doctrine  in  their  liberty  from 
rabbinic  domination.  Many  of  you  now 
hold  some  of  those  principles,  the  assertion 
of  which  was  the  cause  of  His  death.  You 
believe  that  moral  duties  are  far  beyond  cere- 
monial observances.  You  believe,  many  of  you, 
that  to  eat  with  unwashen  hands  is  no  sin,  and 
have  given  up  the  practice.  You  transgress 
this  commandment  of  the  Scribes,  and  yet  you 
are  not  excommunicated  nor  persecuted.  For 
all  this  you  are  indebted  to  Jesus  of  Nazareth. 
If  the  oral  law  had  triumphed,  and  the  doc- 
trine of  Jesus  been  silenced,  you  would  still  be 
living  the  victims  of  superstition  or  persecution. 
You  would  have  been  afraid  of  being  struck 
with  blindness,  or  haunted  with  an  evil  spirit, 
or  even  of  being  rooted  out  of  the  world.  If 
a  ray  of  divine  light  had  visited  your  under- 
standing, and  you  had  protested  against  these 
traditions,  you  would  have  had  to  feel  the 
weight  of  rabbinical  persecution,  like  Jesus  of 
Nazareth.  You  would  have  been  excommu- 
cated  like  Eleazar,  and  if  God  had  given  you 
strength  to  remain  faithful,  would  have  died 
excommunicated,  and  have  had  a  stone  upon 
your  coffin.  How  is  it  that  now  you  are  free, 
that  you  can  think  and  act  without  any  such 
fear  ?    Is  it  because  the  Talmud  has  altered  ? 


No,  it  is  just  what  it  was.  The  conscientious 
believers  in  the  Talmud  are  just  the  same  as 
their  fathers,  and  as  conscientious  men,  if  they 
had  the  power,  they  would  think  it  their 
bounden  duty  to  treat  you,  as  their  predeces- 
sors treated  Eleazar.  But  the  doctrine  of 
Jesus  of  Nazareth  delivers  you,  and  the  fol- 
lowers of  Jesus  of  Nazareth  are  your  pro- 
tectors against  the  rigour  of  the  oral  law,  ai^.d 
the  intolerance  of  your  brethren.  Should  not 
this  fact,  then,  lead  you  to  examine  into 
the  claims  of  that  same  Nazarene?  How 
is  it  that  if  the  principles  of  Jesus  of  Naza- 
reth should  ever  become  universal,  the  world 
will  be  universally  happy;  whereas  if  the 
principles  of  those  who  rejected  him  became 
universal,  the  whole  world  will  groan  under 
superstition  and  cruelty  ?  What  stronger  testi- 
mony can  there  be  to  the  justice  of  his  claims, 
and  the  injustice  of  his  condemnation  ?  Ex- 
amine, then,  into  the  other  evidence,  and  in 
the  meanwhile  protest  against  the  principles 
of  the  Talmud,  and  endeavour  to  deliver  your 
brethren.  There  are  multitudes  of  Jews  who 
still  groan  under  the  superstitious  laws  re- 
specting the  washing  of  hands.  In  the  book 
of  daily  prayer  published  here  in  London,  the 
ordinance  of  washing  of  hands  is  acknow- 
ledged as  divine.  On  the  151st  leaf,  col.  2, 
you  will  find  the  following  blessing  : — 

"  Blessed  art  thou,  O  Lord  our  God  ! 
King  of  the  universe  !  who  hath  sanctified  us 
with  his  commandments,  and  commanded  us 
to  cleanse  our  hands."  Now  this  is  a  positive 
untruth,  God  has  not  given  the  commandment 
respecting  the  washing  of  hands.  And  yet 
here  your  prayer-book  solemnly  tells  him  that 
he  has.  And  this  prayer-book  has  also  put 
a  rubric  to  this  benediction,  "  When  the 
children  wash  their  hands  in  the  morning, 
they  are  taught  to  say  the  following  blessing." 
From  which  it  appears  that  the  Jewish  chil- 
dren in  England  are  still  taught  to  acknow- 
ledge the  divine  authority  of  the  Talmud,  for 
the  only  way  in  which  that  benediction  can  be 
defended,  is  by  saying  that  the  oral  law  is 
divine,  and  that  its  commandments  were  given 
by  God.  It  is  therefore  a  holy  and  impera- 
tive  duty  on  all  those  Israelites  who  reject 
Talmudic  superstition  and  intolerance  to  have 
this  benediction  erased  from  their  prayer-book, 
and  to  preserve  the  children  from  the  infec- 
tion of  that  law  which  persecutes  the  living 
and  insults  the  dead. 
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One  of  the  many  bright  features  in  the 
national  character  of  Israel  is  the  devoted  con- 
stancy, with  which  they  have,  in  the  most 
troublous  times  and  under  the  most  disastrous 
circumstances,  celebrated  the  anniversary  of 
their  first  great  national  deliverance.  ]More 
than  three  thousand  years  have  now  rolled 
away  since  Israel's  God  heard  the  cries  of 
the  first-born  in  Egypt,  and  by  slaying  tlie 
first-born  of  their  enemies,  effected  their  sal- 
vation with  a  mighty  hand  and  an  outstretched 
arm.  And  yet  the  memory  of  that  great 
event  is  still  fresh  in  the  hearts  of  the  nation, 
and  the  children  of  Israel,  wherever  scattered, 
in  the  wilds  of  Poland,  the  coasts  of  Africa, 
or  the  torrid  regions  of  India,  as  well  as 
amongst  ourselves,  are  now  making  consen- 
taneous preparation  for  the  approaching  fes- 
tival. Such  constancy  and  such  devotion 
bespeak  minds  of  no  ordinary  mould,  and 
naturally  lead  us  to  ask,  how  is  it  that  the 
Lord  does  not  now  hear  Israel's  cries  and 
prayers,  which  ascend  from  every  region  under 
heaven,  and  restore  them  to  that  place  in  His 
dispensations  and  that  rank  amongst  the  sons 
of  men,  which  his  Word  assigns  to  them  ?  A 
Christian  would  give  the  answer  suggested 
by  the  New  Testament,  but  we  waive  that  at 
present.  The  oral  law  gives  a  reply  the  same 
in  substance.  It  tells  us  that  the  mass  of  the 
nation  has  obscured  the  light  of  divine  revela- 
tion by  the  admixture  of  human  inventions, 
that,  therefore,  a  restoration  would  only  be 
the  establishment  of  error,  and  is  consequently 
impossible.  We  have  already  given  some 
proofs  of  this  assertion,  the  rabbinical  laws 
relating  to  the  passover  furnish  us  with  many 
more,  and  to  these  the  season  of  the  year  now 
naturally  refers  us. 

Amongst  the  first  directions  relating  to  the 
passover,  the  Word  of  God  gives  this  plain 
command,  "  Even  the  first  day  shall  ye  put 
away  leaven  out  of  your  houses."  (Exod.  xii. 
15.)  This  is  intelligible  to  the  most  ilHterate, 
and  easy  to  be  obeyed,  but  the  rabbles  have 
superadded  a  mass  of  explanations  and  ob- 
servancevS,  which  tend  only  to  perplex  and  to 
burden  the  conscience.  In  the  first  place  they 
are  not  satisfied  with  the  honest  endeavour  of 
an  Israelite  to  obey  the  command  of  God, 
unless  he  does  it  according  to  the  form  and 
manner  which  they  prescribe. 


•ib!2i^M)  x'n  'lira  mios^n  i;  nni'©rr  i««\T  rn^i 
"im\mi  ''iiv  ^T)2  n''V<^  idi'-d  im«  nujn-'T  Mbi 
-imDT  -i-:^^  b<in  nn  iriTcnixD  yon  'jdmji  •  bbD  ynn 

''  What  is  meant  by  the  putting  away  (of 
leaven)  mentioned  in  the  law  ?  It  is  this, 
that  a  man  annul  it  in  his  heart,  and  count 
it  as  dust,  and  intend  in  his  heart  to  have  no 
leaven  whatever  in  his  possession,  and  that 
all  the  leaven  in  his  possession  shall  be  as 
dust,  and  of  no  necessity  whatever."  (Hilchoth 
Chometz  Umatzah,  c.  ii.  2.)  Here,  then,  they 
require  a  formal  intention,  but  they  have  also 
prepared  a  form  of  words  in  which  to  clothe  it. 
«7-n  n\n'Qn-!  ^mMjii   «Di««-T  v^om  «"i>nn  ^3 

"  All  manner  of  leaven  that  is  in  my  pos- 
session, which  I  have  seen,  and  which  1  have 
not  seen  ;  which  I  have  removed,  and  which 
I  have  not  removed,  shall  be  null,  and  ac- 
counted as  the  dust  of  the  earth."  (Levi's 
Prayers  for  the  Passover,  fol.  2,  col.  1.)  And 
to  this  form  a  rubric  is  added, "  If  the  master 
is  not  at  home,  he  annuls  the  leaven  wherever 
he  is."  Now  this  may  at  first  sight  appear  as 
a  very  innocent  ceremony,  but  God  warns  us 
against  all  additions  to  His  word  and  command- 
ments. It  is  in  itself  presumptuous,  and,  as 
connected  with  the  rabbinical  doctrine  of 
merit,  must  have  an  injurious  tendency  upon 
the  minds  of  the  multitude.  They  will  argue 
that  by  observing  this  form,  they  have  ful- 
filled a  commandment,  and  that  consequently 
there  is  an  additional  sum  of  merit  to  be  put 
to  the  credit  side  of  their  account,  as  a  set  off 
against  their  transgressions.  And  on  the  other 
hand,  if  they  forget  to  go  through  this  form 
at  the  right  hour,  and  afterwards  any  leaven 
be  found  in  their  houses,  the  rabbles  bring 
them  in  guilty  of  transgressing  two  negative 
com.mandments,  which  they  say  is  a  more 
heinous  offence  than  disobeying  the  affirmative 
l)recepts. 

^nb^•ob^  mS'\n  TDinoi  '©^  onip  VlDI  ab  □«  "|5^Db 
ni-u?i  inD^i  "iiba  n>m  vb'^  ins?!  ttti^  y-nn  ^<2o 
^^bi  n«T  «b  b^  -QS*  m  nrr  i-ii-i  xbi  -nj^^arr 
:  V.D2  xVt  "Ci  ab  nnuj':?Q» 
"  Therefore,  if  a  man  does  not  annul  (the 
leaven)  before  the  sixth  hour,  and  afterwards 
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troni  the  sixtli  hour  and  onwards  should  find 
leaven,  which  was  on  his  mind  and  in  his 
heart,  but  he  forgot  it  at  the  hour  of  removal, 
and  did  not  remove  it :  Behold,  such  an  one 
has  transgressed  the  command,  '  It  shall  not 
be  seen  with  thee'  (Exod.  xiii.  7))  and  also 
the  command,  '  It  shall  not  be  found  in  your 
houses'  (Exod.  xii.  19),  for  he  neither  re- 
moved it  nor  annulled  it."  (Hilchotli  Cho- 
metz,  c.  iii.  H.)  Now,  can  you  believe  that 
this  decision  is  from  God  who  searcheth  the 
heart  ?  Can  you  believe  that  a  man  who  had 
it  in  his  mind  and  heart  to  remove  a  piece  of 
leaven  according  to  God's  commandment,  but 
whilst  removing  the  rest  forgot  this  one  piece, 
is  10  be  brought  in  guilty,  simply  because  he 
did  not  observe  a  mere  form,  which  God  has 
no  where  commanded  ?  Or  that  he  would 
not  have  been  guilty,  if  he  had  repeated  some 
half  dozen  words  prescribed  by  men,  sinners 
like  himself?  Very  different  is  the  declara- 
tion of  God  himself,  ~|nib  Di-  n^n  lU.-^?  yj'  •'■  Be- 
cause it  was  in  thine  heart"  (1  Kings  viii.  18) : 
he  accepted  the  intention,  and  gave  it  the 
blessing  of  obedience.  The  rabbinic  decision 
is,  therefore,  not  of  God,  and  goes  far  towards 
overthrowing  the  claims  of  the  whole  oral  law. 
But  the  rabbles  were  not  satisfied  with  this 
invention  of  ynii  brz2  annulling  the  leaven, 
they  have  imposed  upon  the  consciences  of 
their  followers  another  observance,  utterly  un- 
known to  Moses,  and  that  is  yon  npil  the 
searching  for  leaven. 

1:01  r^^n-vDoi  •  •>m''r\  mr-^  bw  -i:n  ii^jb  yonn  n« 

"  On  the  evening  before  the  14th  of  Nisan, 
before  the  coming  out  of  the  stars,  they  are  to 
search  for  the  leaven  by  the  light  of  a  single 
wax  taper:  and  when  the  time  draAvs  near, 
it  is  unlawful  to  do  any  work,  or  to  eat,  or  to 
study."  (Passover  Prayers,  fol.  1,  col.  2.) 
For  this  command  there  is  evidently  no  foun- 
dation in  the  law  of  JMoses.  It  is  confessedly 
DnsiD  nnn  of  the  words  of  the  s;ribes,  and 
yet  the  most  minute  directions  are  given,  and 
the  greatest  attention  required,  as  if  it  had 
been  from  God  himself,  and  various  cases  sup- 
posed where  a  second  search  is  necessary,  as 
for  instance ; 

npni  in«  VDi  yom  mb  d:d3^  '^2'2^$  roi^  c« 
]mi^D  «ij?D©  "-D  b:^  r|«  rv>2-<i!  di-d  piiib  ini' 

nm«  ^520  c«i  n^nn  bD  pmi  m  nn  mbD  «2?d  xb 
:  npni  'y^^>  ^>x  dod:!  iiDrn  nb!CD\i7  ncrr 

"  If,  after  the  search,  he  see  a  mouse  come 
into  the  house  with  leaven  in  his  mouth,  it  is 
necessary  to  search  a  second  time.  And  al- 
though he  should  find  the  crumbs  about  the 
house,  he  is  not  to  say,  the  mouse  has  eaten 


the  bread  long  since,  and  these  are  tlie  crumbs, 
but,  on  the  contrary,  he  must  fear  lest  it  should 
have  left  the  leaven  in  a  hole  or  a  window,  and 
these  crumbs  were  there  before  ;  he  must  there- 
fore search  again.  If  he  find  nothing,  then  he 
must  search  the  whole  house;  but  if  he  find 
the  bread  with  which  the  mouse  went  oflP,  then 
no  further  search  is  necessary."  Another 
case  of  equal  importance,  and  more  ingenuity, 
is  the  following  :  — 

-IDDI  D-cTO   -lanr  «!.^n   VDl  -1D!3T  n^ib  -Il3i"»  d:53 

rm  •Tin">r  D::3r£)  p-ojj^-in  r\^rf  •  p-rab  -jn^j  iyt>^i 
nn^<:jn  vci  ^ddi  -iiDi-  d3Dd  •  piiib  -jn:?  'jib  xi?>© 
cxDQ  nx:^'  '  pnib  yy^  n'22  "iddi  mbin  Q\r>a 
-iDDH  rT,xo  piT)  y^:2  ir«  n^Di  iddi  -inDS-i  mbin 

"  If  a  mouse  enter  a  house  with  bread  in 
his  mouth,  and  a  mouse  also  go  out  of  the 
same  house  with  bread  in  his  mouth,  one  may 
conclude  that  this  is  one  and  the  selfsame 
mouse,  and  it  is  not  necessary  to  search.  But 
if  the  former  that  entered  was  black,  and  the 
latter  that  went  out  white,  a  search  is  neces- 
sary. If  a  mouse  went  in  with  bread  in  his 
mouth,  and  a  weasel  come  out  with  bread  in 
her  mouth,  it  is  necessary  to  search.  If  a 
mouse  and  a  weasel  both  go  out,  and  bread 
in  the  weasel's  mouth,  there  is  no  search  re- 
required,  for  this  is  the  identical  bread  that  had 
been  before  in  the  mouse's  mouth."  (Hilchoth 
Chometz,  c.  ii. )  We  do  not  mean  to  say 
that  this  sort  of  wisdom  was  never  found 
in  Christians.  We  are  well  aware  that  the 
scholastic  divines  display  much  of  the  same 
perverse  ingenuity,  and  the  achievements  of 
mice  have  figured  in  Gentile  theology  too,  but 
we  have  renounced  that  whole  system  as  con- 
trary to  the  Word  of  God.  You  still  adhere 
to  the  theology  of  the  Scribes,  and  are  now 
about  to  keep  a  solemn  festival  according  to 
their  ordinances.  And  yet  you  see  how  poor 
their  view  of  true  piety,  and  how  perverse  the 
application  of  their  time  and  their  ingenuity. 
The  most  unlearned  Israelite  who  has  read 
the  law  of  IMoses  in  its  simple  dignity,  will 
know  very  well  that  when  God  commanded 
the  Israelites  to  remove  leaven  from  their 
houses,  he  did  not  mean  that  they  should  go 
and  rummage  out  the  mouse-holes,  or  spend 
their  time  looking  after  mice  and  weasels.  If, 
instead  of  the  oral  law,  you  had  read  this  in 
the  New  Testament,  would  you  not  have 
taken  it  as  complete  evidence  against  the 
claims  of  that  book  .-'  and  if  St.  Paul  or  St. 
Peter  had  given  such  commands  to  the  Gen- 
tile converts  would  you  not  have  said,  these 
men  were  either  fools  or  knaves  ?  But  in  the 
New  Testament  nothing  like  it  is  to  be  found. 
The  precepts  there  given,  and  the  instruction 
there  conveyed,  is  all  of  a  noble  and  dignified 
character,  whilst  the  trifling  and  the  folly  still 
exist  in  the  oral  law  handed  down  by  those 
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who  rejected  Jesus  of  Nazareth.  If  the  tes- 
timony of  men  at  all  depends  upon  the  wis- 
dom  of  hhn  who  gives  it,  the  testimony  of  the 
Scribes  is  not  worth  much.  But  the  trifling 
is  exceeded  by  the  presumption.  These  men 
have  said,  as  we  have  quoted  above  from  your 
prayer-book,  "  that  when  the  time  for  the 
search  draws  near,  it  is  unlawful  to  do  any 
work,  or  to  eat,  or  to  study  ;"  so  that  the 
poor  man  is  to  give  up  his  lawful  business, 
the  hungry  man  to  abstain  from  his  lawful 
food,  and  all  to  neglect  even  the  reading  of 
God's  holy  Word,  in  order  to  go  and  search 
into  holes  and  corners,  for  that  which  they 
know  is  not  to  be  found,  or  to  find  that  which 
was  laid  in  their  way  intentionally  and  for  that 
very  purpose.  We  ask  you  can  this  be  from 
God,  or,  are  the  men  who  make  the  reading 
of  God's  Word  give  way  to  this  ceremony,  to 
be  depended  upon  as  teachers  of  the  true 
religion  ? 

But  the  oral  law  not  only  adds  human 
inventions,  but  lays  down  principles  which 
involve  considerable  difficulties,  the  solution 
of  which  requires  no  small  share  of  ingenuity. 
For  instance, 

•  nVii-b  "^Dni  -nc«  ncsn  v*:i>  ni^^'O)  yon 

"  It  is  for  ever  unlawful  to  have  any  profit 
from  leaven,  that  has  existed  during  the  sea- 
son of  the  passover."  This  is  understood  of 
leaven  belonging  to  Israelites  and  according 
to  this  all  Israelites  are  obliged  to  sell,  or  give 
away,  or  lose  ;dl  the  leaven  which  they  may 
have  at  the  commencement  of  passover,  and 
of  course  if  they  have  much  the  loss  would  be 
very  serious.  But  the  rabbies  who  have  made 
the  difficulty,  have  also  found  various  ways  of 
evading  it.  One  is  by  pledging  the  leaven 
with  a  certain  form  of  words — 

ni  yon  n:p  ^:"i7d  cv  is-i  ]«did  m5?o  -p  \-i>inn 
in^b  "imn  ynnn  im«i  ^"i:n  nv^jii  t''n  v\r)Di?n 

"  An  Israelite  who  has  pawned  his  leaven 
to  a  Gentile,  if  he  says  to  him,  in  case  I  do 
not  bring  thee  the  money  from  this  time  to  a 
certain  day,  you  have  purchased  this  leaven 
from  the  present  time ;  then  this  leaven  is 
considered  as  in  the  possession  of  the  Gentile, 
and  it  is  lawful  after  the  passover."  (Hil- 
choth  Chometz,  c.  iv.)  If,  therefore  an 
Israelite,  v/ho  has  a  large  quantity  of  leaven, 
wishes  to  keep  the  commandment  of  removing 
all  leaven  from  his  possession,  and  at 
the  same  time  to  be  able  to  resume  the  pos- 
session after  the  passover ;  and  to  have  the 
worldly  gain  too,  as  well  as  the  spiritual  pro- 
fit, he  has  nothing  to  do  but  to  pawn  it  with 
this  form  of  words.  Now  we  ask  every  Jew 
of  common  sense,  whether  this  be  not  a  mere 
trick,  an  attempt  to  cheat  one's  own  con- 
science, an  unworthy  artifice  to  serve  God, 
and  yet  to  avoid  the  loss  which  would  result 
from  a  simple  observance  of  the  command  ? 


It  is  plain  that  the  man  who  acts  thus  has  no 
real  intention  of  renouncing  the  possession  of 
the  leaven.  And  this  is  not  a  single  case; 
the  oral  law  is  rich  in  such  cases,  as  it  allows 
a  mock  pawning,  so  it  allows  a  mock  sale  or 
gift. 

"i::n'T  y\-i7r^  r^vzri  in«b  nr  r>  i^tom"  «"?«  bb^  13 

"  Although  the  Israelite  knows  that  the 
Gentile  will  not  touch  the  leaven  at  all,  but 
keep  it  for  him  until  after  the  passover,  and 
will  then  return  it  to  him,  it  is  lawful."  Of 
course  a  learned  Israelite,  acquainted  with 
this  provision  of  the  oral  law,  will  select  a 
Gentile  of  this  description  to  whom  to  sell 
or  give  his  leaven,  fully  aware  that  after 
passover  it  will  be  his  again,  and  he  may 
enjoy  the  profit.  But  suppose  a  Jew  had 
lent  money  to  a  Gentile,  and  received  the 
interest  every  week  in  bread,  what  is  he  to 
do?  It  is  evident  that  at  passover  he  can- 
not make  use  of  the  bread  on  account  of  the 
leaven,  neither  after  the  passover  can  he  re- 
ceive that  bread  nor  money  for  it,  as  according 
to  the  oral  law  he  must  have  no  piofit  from 
leaven  which  has  witnessed  the  Paschal  week. 
This  is  a  difficult  case,  but  it  is  not  of  our 
making.  The  oral  law,  which  has  proposed 
the  difficulty,  has  also  provided  a  solution 

bt!  iniiin  ^b  in-ic  nocn  cnp  ib  td^^^u  ^^vjn  'i^ 
]ii\Dn7  ~p  "in«  ii>}i  c«  '^e:«  t.^i  mm  i«  nap  hdd 
:  HDcn  -]in2  bip  Kb\u  no  "1300  bn^b  -in-io 
"  An  Israelite  who  receives  bread  from  a 
Gentile  every  week  as  interest,  is,  according 
to  Avi  Haezri,  to  tell  him  before  the  pass- 
over,  that  in  the  passover  week  he  must  give 
him  flour  or  money,  and  then  when  they 
come  to  make  up  their  accounts,  he  may 
receive  from  him  that  which  he  did  not 
receive  during  the  passover.  (Arbah.  Turim. 
Orach  Chaiitn,  sec.  450.)  According  to  this 
simple  device,  merely  by  saying  a  few  words, 
he  can  make  that  lawful,  which  before  would 
have  been  a  great  sin.  It  is  not  needful  even 
to  intend  to  have  money  or  flour,  he  may 
intend  to  have  the  leaven  after  t!;e  passover; 
the  words  have  the  transforming  efficacy. 
The  same  book  gives  Rashi's  solution  of 
another  similar  difficulty. 
nsnT©2  "iiDn  crrb  ^ri'\r»  'iji  bxT^ri^  'iiy'-ib  nbxttj 
-\n«  brzii  •':«"i  hdd  b\i?  nn.y  bio  ^i:ib  loib  ihd 
in\^a  D'Qi  bv::''i  nosn  DTp  n^n'XD  y^r^^  -|3 

"  A  question  proposed  to  Rashi — Suppose 
that  an  Israelite  and  a  Gentile  had  an  oven 
in  partnership,  shall  he  say  to  the  Gentile, 
Take  thou  the  profit  during  the  passover, 
and  I  will  take  afterwards  ?  He  replied.  Let 
him  make  a  bargain  before  the  passover,  and 
take  the  price  of  that  week."  (Ibid.)  A 
man  of  common  sense  will  see  that  here,  as 
in  the  other  cases,  the   Jew   does   really  re- 
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ceive  the  profit  from  leaven  in  existence 
during  the  passover,  and  that  whether  he  re= 
ceive  "the  money  or  the  profit  before  or  after- 
wards, there  is  no  real  difference  in  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  transaction ;  one  principle 
pervades  all  these  decisions,  and  that  is, 
evasion  of  what  is  considered  a  divine  com- 
mand. The  man  who  gives  away  the  leaven 
with  the  full  intention  of  resuming  possession 
after  the  passover,  and  the  man  who  sells 
only  for  the  week,  in  full  persuasion  that  his 
right  and  interest  remain,  does  in  reality 
neither  give  nor  sell.  There  may  be  an  out- 
ward appearance  of  the  thing,  but  God  does 
not  judge  according  to  the  appearance  ; 
he  looks  on  the  intention  of  the  heart.  He 
is  not  satisfied  with  the  form  of  giving  or 
selling,  but  looking  at  the  inmost  thoughts 
of  the  souls,  He  sees  that  the  man  does  not 
wish  nor  intend  to  do  either  the  one  or  the 
other,  and  marks  him  as  a  deliberate  and 
wilful  transgressor.  But  we  appeal  to  every 
unsophisticated  mind  in  Israel,  would  such 
a  system  of  evasion  be  considered  as  honour- 
able, even  according  to  the  maxims  of  this 
world  ?  Or  can  that  conduct,  which  men 
would  call  dishonourable,  be  considered  as  an 
acceptable  service  before  God  ?  But,  above 
all,  can  it  be  the  law  given  to  Moses  by  the 
God  of  truth  ?  This  it  is  which  gives  this 
discussion  all  its  importance.  If  the  Talmud 
and  all  its  decisions  were  retained  merely  as 
a  curious  remnant  of  antiquity,  as  the  effu- 
sions of  a  perverse  ingenuity,  or  the  waking 
dreams  of  scholastics,  we  might  both  pass  it 
by  with  a  smile.  But  it  is  proposed  as  the 
law  of  God.  It  is  the  religion  of  the  great 
majority  of  the  Jewish  people,  and  no  doubt 
at  this  very  time,  many  an  Israelite  in  Po- 
land and  elsewhere,  if  not  in  England,  is 
preparing  a  mock  sale,  or  drawing  up  a  con- 
tract  for  the  imaginary  disposal  of  the  leaven 
in  his  possession,  in  obedience  to  the  above 
directions.  They  do  it  in  simplicity,  with  a 
fnistaken  devotion.  They  are  misled ;  but 
does  not  a  fearful  load  of  responsibility  rest 
upon  those  Israelites  who  know  better,  and 
yet  leave  their  brethren  in  this  grievous  error, 
yea,  and  confirm  them  in  it  by  joining  in  all 
the  ceremonies  whicli  that  system  prescribes  ? 
Because  of  this  system,  the  nation  is  still 
exiled  from  the  land  of  Israel.  Because  of 
this  system,  the  anger  of  the  Lord  is  not 
turned  away,  but  His  arm  is  stretched  out 
still.     If  then  you  love  your  people — if  you 


desire  their  national  exaltation,  and  their 
eternal  welfare,  lift  up  your  voice  and  protest 
against  the  oral  law.  Condemn  the  scribes 
and  Pharisees  as  the  inventors  of  the  system, 
and  the  first  authors  of  that  moral  captivity 
in  which  the  people  has  been  held  for  so 
many  centuries.  Now  when  you  remember 
the  mercies  of  the  Lord  in  delivering  you 
from  the  house  of  bondage,  make  an  effort 
to  deliver  your  brethren  from  the  more  de- 
grading chains  of  error  and  superstition.  At 
the  same  time  we  would  ask  you  to  consider 
the  case  of  so  many  of  your  nation,  who, 
when  these  chains  were  rivetting,  gloriously 
maintained  their  freedom,  and  have  left  us  a 
collection  of  writings,  entirely  free  from  every 
trace  of  this  mistaken  ingenuity.  We  mean 
the  disciples  of  Jesus  of  Nazareth.  They, 
too,  were  Jews,  children  of  Abraham,  and  of 
the  stock  of  Israel.  How  is  it  then,  that 
they  who  were  condemned  by  the  Talmudists 
as  heretics,  and  propagators  of  a  false  reli- 
gion, have  left  us  the  principles  of  a  healthy, 
manly,  and  rational  piety,  whilst  their  judges 
and  accusers  have  fallen  headlong  into  error 
and  even  absurdity  ?  If  Jesus  and  his  dis- 
ciples were  deceivers  or  fanatics,  how  is  it 
that  they  were  preserved  from  inculcating 
such  false  doctrines  :  and  if  the  scribes  and 
pharisees  were  right  in  condemning  and  per- 
secuting them — were  actually  serving  God  in 
resisting  false  pretensions,  how  is  it  that  they 
were  given  over  to  such  delusions,  and  to  such 
a  system  of  trifling  ?  That  they  were  not 
infallible,  the  above  extracts  from  the  oral 
law  prove  beyond  all  controversy.  They 
have  altogether  erred  in  the  first  element  of 
acceptable  worship,  simplicity  of  intention 
-and  uprightness  of  heart.  They  have  con- 
founded  the  form  with  the  reality  of  obedi- 
ence to  God's  commands.  And  in  all  these 
things  where  they  have  erred,  Jesus  and  his 
disciples  have  asserted  and  maintained  the 
truth.  Account  for  this  fact.  The  Talmud 
tells  you  to  light  a  taper  and  search  for  leaven 
in  a  mouse-hole,  and  to  get  rid  of  all  in 
your  possession  by  a  fictitious  contract.  The 
New  Testament  says,  "  Purge  out  the  old 
leaven,  that  ye  may  be  a  new  lump,  as  ye 
are  unleavened.  For  even  Christ  our  Pass- 
over  is  sacrificed  for  us  :  therefore  let  us  keep 
the  feast  not  with  old  leaven,  neither  with 
the  leaven  of  malice  and  wickedness ;  but 
with  the  unleavened  bread  of  sincerity  and 
truth."     (1  Cor.  v.  7,  8.) 
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This  year,  the  Jewish  and  the  Christian  | 
times  for  celebrating  the  feast  of  ihe  passover  j 
nearly   coincide  ;    and  the    coincidence  ought 
to  remind  us  both  of  that  happy  period,  when 
all  the  children  of  man,  so  long  divided,  shall 
again    be  united    into  one    great,    holy,    and 
happy  family  ;  all  rejoicing  in  the  mercy  and 
favour   of   their   Heavenly   Father,    and   all 
loving  each  other  in  sincerity  and  truth.     To 
that  period  we  look  forward,  and  even  now  we 
use  our  humble  endeavours  to  accelerate  its 
approach.   Yea,  one  of  the  reasons,  why  we  en- 
deavour to  lead  Israel  to  a  rejection  of  the  oral 
la«v,  is  because   we  firmly  beheve   that  it  is 
one  of    the    main  hindrances  in  the   way  of 
their  happiness  and  that  of  the  nations  of  the 
world.      We  have  no  wish  to  rob  you  of  any 
one  blessing  promised  in  the  Word  of  God. 
We  would  not  deprive  you  of  one  hope  founded 
upon  God's  promises.     On  the  contrary,  we 
rejoice  to  think   that  notwithstanding  all  the  j 
vain  traditions  of  the  Scribes  and  Pharisees,  I 
it  has  pleased  God  to  keep  alive  in  your  hearts  ! 
the  memory  of  his  past  mercy,  and  the  hope  | 
of  his  future  goodness.     To  the  consideration  j 
of  these  two  points,  the  law  of  iMoses  and  your 
appointed  prayers  lead  you  at  this  season,  and 
through  the  mercy  of  God,  and  the  love  of  i 
some  of  your  brethren,  we  of  the  Gentiles  have  '. 
been  brought  to  rejoice  in  similar  considerations.  | 
Let  us  then  endeavour  to  anticipate  the  future, 
and  rejoice  together  even  now,  omitting  on  this 
solemn  occasion  a  special   discussion  of  the 
oral  law.     If  God's  mercy  were  all  past,  and 
only  a  matter  of  history,   we  might  and  ought 
to  feel  grateful  for  the  benefits  bestowed  upon 
our  fathers  :  our  joy  would,  however,  suffer  a 
considerable  diminution.     But  this  ismot  the 
case.     In  the  midst  of  your  grateful  acknow- 
ledgment for  the  wonders  in  Egypt,  you  can 
mingle  a  prayer  for  the  future,  and  say, 

*'  Next  year  in  Jerusalem." 

\D-\prt  y-^  □^b'i.ii-i^  71221  -fbD^n  b^^  inno  b•^^ 
;  ni  ^zr^'0'o^  n^inb  iD^s-m  ^y72''2  mn^i 
"  O  Lord  our  God,  have  mercy,  we  beseech 
thee,  upon  Israel  thy  people,  and  upon  Jeru- 
salem thy  city,  and  upon  thine  altar,  and  upon 
thy  temple  ;  and  build  Jerusalem,  the  holy 
city,  speedily,  in  our  days,  and  bring  us  up 
into  the  midst  of  it,  and  make  us  glad  therein," 


(Haggadah  Shel  Pesach.)  And  to  this  prayer 
we  can  say,  "  Amen"  with  all  our  hearts. 
The  future  restoration  and  blessedness  of  Israel 
is  one  of  our  fondest  expectations  ;  and  whilst 
we  contemplate  the  circumstances  and  the  glory 
of  the  first  Exodus,  the  Word  of  the  living 
God  leads  us  to  look  forward  to  that  which  is 
to  come. 

*'  According  to  the  days  of  thy  coming  out 
of  the  land  of  Egypt  will  I  show  unto  him 
marvellous  things,"  is  the  promise  by  the 
mouth  of  Micah  the  prophet  (c.  vii.  10). 
b-$  IT  r]>;m  an:jo  d>  p^'?  ni^  nin^  n-'nnm 
:  cbi-n  imm  cbn:  toiw  inDm  inn  c^ri  ^tizt: 
T>L\^3  -ivrKO  it^Mj^  "Ti^i^  "iQi?  iv^^ub  n'^DD  nn^m 
:  □^"i^Q  pxo  imby  Dva  '^i^-i^^'-V  nn^n 
"  And  the  Lord  shall  utterly  destroy  the 
tongue  of  the  Egyptian  sea,  and  with  his 
mighty  wind  shall  he  shake  his  hand  over  the 
river,  and  shall  smite  it  in  the  seven  streams, 
and  shuU  make  men  go  over  dry  shod.  And 
tl'.ere  shall  be  a  highway  for  the  remnant  of 
his  people,  which  shall  be  left  from  Assyria : 
like  as  it  was  to  Israel  in  the  day  that  he  came 
up  out  of  the  land  of  Egypt,"  is  the  declara- 
tion of  the  prophet  Isaiah  (xi.  15,  16).  Seeing 
that  neither  of  these  declarations  was  fulfilled 
at  the  return  from  Babylon  nor  at  any  period 
since,  we  firmly  believe  that  they  shall  be  ful- 
filled in  the  time  to  come,  and  that  therefore 
the  compilers  of  the  Haggadah  were  fully 
warranted  in  intermingling,  with  their  passover 
thanksgivings,  a  prayer  for  the  fulfilment  of 
the  promised  mercies  ;  and  we  do  not  scruple 
to  say  that  in  this  respect,  the  Jewish  rabbles 
have  been  right,  whilst  many  Christian  inter- 
preters have  been  wrong ;  though  they  might 
have  known  and  given  a  true  explanation  of 
all  similar  passages,  if  they  had  only  followed 
the  plain  words  of  their  master  Jesus  of  Na- 
zareth, "  Think  not  that  I  am  come  to  destroy 
the  law  or  the  prophets."  (Matt.  v.  17.)  We 
make  this  remark  to  show  that  we  do  not  con- 
demn the  rabbles  inconsiderately ;  but  that 
we  are  willing  to  do  them  all  justice,  where 
their  opinions  agree  with  the  Word  of  God. 
Their  expectation  of  the  future  restoration  of 
Israel  is  well  founded,  and  their  faith  in  the 
proiriises  relating  to  it  worthy  of  all  imitation. 
Oh,  that  the  whole  nation  had  more  of  it — 
that  their  hearts  were  more  directed  to  the  land 


40 


of  their  forefathers — that  their  thoughts  were 
more  full  of  the  divine  promises.  Then  they 
would  cry  more  earnestly  to  God,  and  He 
would  "  hear  their  groaning,  and  remember 
his  covenant  with  Abraham,  Isaac,  and  Jacob," 
as  he  did  at  the  deliverance  from  Egypt.  The 
careless  and  the  ungodly  deceive  themselves 
with  the  idea,  that  when  God's  time  comes, 
the  deliverance  will  take  place  without  any 
endeavour  of  theirs.  Let  them  read  the  law 
of  IMoses,  and  they  will  find  tliat  though  God 
had  proinised  to  bring  their  fathers  out  of 
Egypt,  the  deliverance  itself  was  preceded  by 
a  time  of  prayer  and  crying  unto  God.  To 
Abraham  He  had  said, 

cnnri  cnb  n''  p^*i  y!-\i  h'tt'  -i:i  '2  inn  riT" 
invvD^  'm  im  •  •  •  •  nyi)  m«n  mx  Dm«  iDn 

:  '^y)  r\2n 
"  Know  of  a  surety  that  thy  seed  shall  be  a 
stranger  in  a  land  that  is  not  theirs,  and  shall 
serve  tliem ;  and  they  sliall  afflict  them  four 
hundred  years But  in  the  fourth  gene- 
ration they  shall  come  hither  again,  &c." 
(Gen.  XV.  13,  16.)  But  this  promise  was  no 
warrant  for  their  remaining  careless,  and  at 
ease  ;  it  was  on  the  contrary  a  basis  for  earnest 
prayer  and  supplication,  and  a  plea  for  mercy. 
And,  therefore,  when  the  time  drew  near, 
we  read, 

"  And  the  children  of  Israel  sighed  by  reason 
of  the  bondage,  and  they  cried,  and  their  cry 
came  up  unto  God,  by  reason  of  the  bondage." 
And  God  himself  gives  this  as  one  reason  why 
He  came  to  deliver  them. 

"  Now,  therefore,  behold  the  cry  of  the  chil- 
dren of  Israel  is  come  unto  me."  Exod.  iii. 
9.)  Here,  then,  all  Israelites  who  desire  the 
fulfilment  of  God's  promises  should  learn  that 
state  of  mind,  which  is  a  pre-requisite  to  the 
interposition  of  their  great  deliverer.  I^rael 
can  no  more  be  delivered  now  than  of  old, 
unless  they  earnestly  desire  deliverance.  To 
what  purpose  should  He  deliver  and  restore 
those,  who  care  nothing  about  the  land  of  their 
forefathers,  nor  about  the  glory  of  the  nation 
—who  say,  We  are  very  comfortable  and 
happy  here,  and  all  we  desire  is  to  be  like  the 
other  nations  (D''13D  TTTi:) — what  good  would 
it  do  to  us  to  return  to  the  land  of  Israel  ? 
God's  promises  are  not  to  such  groveling 
and  unbelieving  spirits.  Along  with  his  pro- 
mise of  mercy,  he  gives  a  command  for  con- 
tinual supplication. 

^b  >m  i2nn  !jni  :  nib  >di  bx  mn^  n«  nn^Di^Dn 

*'  Ye  that  make  mention  of  the  Lord,  keep 
not  silence,  and  give  him  no  rest,  till  he  estab- 
lish, and  till  he  make  Jerusalem  a  praise  in 


tlie  earth."  (Isaiah,  Ixii.  C,  7-)  And  in 
Ezekiel,  after  the  declaration,  "  This  land 
that  was  desolate  is  become  like  the  garden  of 
Eden  ;  and  the  waste,  and  desolate  and  ruined 
cities,  are  become  fenced,  and  are  inhabited," 
&c.,  he  adds — 

bxTC)^  D'lb  "O-nx  riKi  111"  mn>  ^:i«  -irD«  hd 

:  nnb  nviJS'b 

^'  Thus  saith  the  Lord  God,   I  will  yet  for 

this  be  inquired  of  by  the  house  of  Israel,  to 

do  it  for  them."     (Ezek.  xxxvi.  37-)     Upon 

which  Rashi  remarks — 


n^t 


'm«  □"cmi  'nVcni  cnb  nncnx 


'« I  will  be  made  favourable  to  thern  through 
their  prayer,  when  they  seek  me  with  regard 
to  this."  Hence  prayer  is  commanded  ;  in 
Hosea  we  are  told,  that  without  prayer  deli- 
verance is  impossible. 

:-'':d  T©pm  touj«''  i\i?«  ni^  ^Qipo  bx  niVyUx  -pa 
"  I  v/ill  go  and  return  to  my  place,  till  they 
acknowledge  their  offence,  and  seek  my  face." 
(Hosea  v.  15.)  Let  the  children  of  Israel 
return  then,  and  seek  the  Lord  their  God, 
and  David  their  King,  then  they  shall  fear 
the  Lord  and  His  goodness  in  the  latter  days. 
(Hosea,  iii.  5.) 

In  the  consideration  of  the  deliverance  from 
Egypt  there  is,  however,  one  circumstance 
which  should  teach  the  Israelites  to  rejoice 
with  trembling,  and  that  is,  that  the  majority 
of  those,  who  went  forth  from  Egypt,  never 
entered  the  land  of  Israel,  but  died  in  the 
wilderness  on  account  of  their  sin  and  un- 
belief. That  which  has  happened,  may 
happen  again.  Israel  might  be  delivered 
again  from  the  lands  of  their  dispersion,  and 
be  led  forth  with  a  mighty  hand,  and  out- 
stretched arm,  and  with  great  signs  and  wonders, 
and  yet  after  all  die  in  their  sins.  Indeed,  it 
is  not  merely  a  legitimate  deduction  from  the 
past,  but  an  express  prophecy  of  the  future. 
"  As  I  live,  saith  the  Lord  God,  surely  with 
a  mighty  hand,  and  with  a  stretched  out  arm, 
and  with  fury  poured  out,  will  I  rule  over 
you  ;  and  I  will  bring  you  out  from  the  peo- 
ple, and  will  gather  you  out  of  the  countries 
wherein  ye  are  scattered,  with  a  mighty  hand, 
and  with  a  stretched  out  arm,  and  with  fury 
poured  out.  And  I  will  bring  you  into  the 
wilderness  of  the  people,  and  there  will  I 
plead  with  you  face  to  face.  Like  as  I  pleaded 
with  your  fathers  in  the  wilderness  of  the  land 
of  I^gypt,  so  will  I  plead  with  you,  saith  the 
Lord  God.  And  I  will  cause  you  to  pass 
under  the  rod,  and  I  will  bring  you  into  the 
bond  of  the  covenant." 

"  And  I  will  purge  out  from  among  you  the 
rebels,  and  them  that  transgress  against  me; 
I    will   bring    them   forth  from   the  country 
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where  they  sojourn,  and  they  shall  not  enter 
into  the  land  of  Israel."     (Ezek.  xx.  33—38.) 
Here    then  we  see,  whether  we    consider  the 
past  or  the  future,  that  a  mere  temporal  deli- 
verance is  not  sufficient — that  God's  greatest 
temporal  blessings,  and  even  his  mighty  signs 
and  wonders,  may  leave  us  in  the  more  dread- 
ful  and  fatal    captivity    of  sin.     Surely  if  a 
miraculous  deliverance  could  deliver  the  soul, 
those  that  saw  the  miracles  in    Egypt,    and 
experienced  the    Lord's    mercy  in  their  pre- 
servation  from   the  destroying  angel,  and  in 
the  passage  through  the  Red  Sea,  ought  tohave 
been  perfect  in  holiness.     Yet  we  find,  after 
all  that  they  saw  and  heard,  that  they  were  a 
disobedient  and  faitliless  generation,  and  that 
they  perished  in  the  wilderness.     The  history, 
then,  of  this  great  deliverance  reminds  us  in 
the   most  forcible  manner  of   the  bondage  of 
sin,  and  the  necessity   of  a  more  noble  and 
gracious  emancipation.     Israel  was  in  bondage 
in  Egypt,  and  the  Lord  had  compassion  and 
delivered  them.     All  mankind,  Jews  and  Gen- 
tiles, are  born  i^laves  to  sin,  and  dreadful  is  the 
misery  which  they  have  suffered,  and  hopeless 
the  prospect   for  the  future,  unless  God  have 
provided  a  way  of  escape.     Now  is   it  likely 
that  that  God    who   had    compassion  on  the 
Israelites  in   their  temporal  affliction,  should 
look,  unmoved  and  unpitying,  upon  the  tem- 
poral and  spiritual  wretchedness  of  the  whole 
human    race  ?     Is    it  conceivable    that  those 
gracious  ears,  which   heard  the  cries  of  Israel 
in    Egypt,  should  be  deaf  to    the  groans  and 
lamentations  of  all  the   sons  of  men  ?     Is  it 
consistent  with  the  Bible-character  of  God  to 
provide  a  remedy  for  temporal  sorrow,  and  yet 
furnish  no  means  of  deliverance    from  ever- 
lasting woe  ?     Is  it  like  our  Heavenly  Father 
to  stretch  out  his  hand  to   save  a  few  of  his 
children  from  Egypt,  and   yet  leave  the  great 
majority    to   perish    in    ignorance    and    sin  ? 
Blessed  be  God,  who,  in  his  great  mercy,  sent 
Jews  to  our  forefathers  to  tell  us  of  the  blood 
of  another   and   greater    passover,  which  can 
preserve  Gentiles  as  well  as  Jews  from    the 
wrath  to  come. 

"  Messiah,  our  passover,  is  sacrificed  for  us  ;" 
and  therefore  we  too  keep  the  feast,  and  join 
in  the  hymn  of  thanksgiving,  "  Blessed  be 
the  Lord  God  of  Israel,  for  He  hath  visited 
and  redeemed  his  people."  You  remember  the 
paschal  lamb  of  Egypt.     We  can  say — 

"  Behold  the  lamb  of  God  that  taketh  away 
the  sin  of  the  world."  You  remember  the 
sprinkling  of  blood  that  delivered  your  fathers 
from  temporal  death.     We  rejoice  because, 

*'  The  blood  of  Jesus,  the  Messiah,  cleanseth 
us  from  all  sin."     You  remember  how,  four 


days  before  the  passover,  it  was  necessary  to 
select  a  lamb  without  spot  and  without 
blemish.  V/e  think  of  the  true  Paschal  Lamb, 
the  Messiah,  how,  four  days  before  the  great 
sacrifice,  he  came  up  to  Jerusalem,  and  was 
examined  before  the  tribunals,  and  declared 
to  be  without  sin.  Pilate's  testimony  was, 
''  Ye  have  brought  this  man  unto  me,  as  one 
that  perverteth  the  people  ;  and  behold  I, 
having  examined  him  before  you,  have  found 
no  fault  in  this  man  touching  those  things 
whereof  ye  accuse  him  ;  no,  nor  yet  Herod  : 
for  I  sent  you  to  him ;  and  lo  nothing  worthy 
of  death  is  done  unto  him."  (Luke  xxiii. 
14,  15.)  You  remember  how  the  destroying 
angel  passed  over  the  houses  where  the  blood 
was  sprinkled:  we  look  forward  to  that  more 
dreadful  time,  when  He  shall  come  as  the 
Psalmist  describes. 

:  mi  •'bs'  Tini  'miD  n^rn  'b  iro^ 
"  Our  God  shall  come,  and  shall  not  keep 
silence :  a  fire  shall  devour  before  him,  and  it 
shall  be  very  tempestuous  round  about  him. 
He  shall  call  to  the  heavens  from  above,  and 
to  the  earth,  that  he  may  judge  his  people. 
Gather  my  saints  together  unto  me  :  those 
that  have  rnade  a  covenant  xvith  me  by  sacri. 
fice.""  (Ps.  1.  3—5.)  And  we  hope  to  be 
found  amongst  that  number,  and  that  the 
blood  of  the  true  Sacrifice  will  then  deliver  us. 
It  is  evident  that  the  Psalmist  here  is  not 
speaking  of  the  sacrifices  of  the  temple,  for 
immediately  after  we  read — 

•vrba.  n^nb^<  -{i  rn^:"i<T  bi^nt)^  n-im^T  ^or'  n^'Dvy 
vb  :  Tnn  njDb  -pmbvj'i  -jnoi^*  ynm  br  iih  :  ^d:« 

^''  Hear  O  my  people,  and  I  will  speak  :  O 
Israel,  and  I  will  testify  against  thee :  I  am 
God,  even  thy  God.  I  will  not  reprove  thee 
for  thy  sacrifices  or  thy  burnt- offerings,  to 
have  been  continually  before  me.  I  will  take 
no  bullock  out  of  thy  house,  nor  he-goats 
out  of  thy  folds."  Here  God  plainly  excepts 
the  offerings  of  bulls  and  goats,  and  thereby 
overthrows  the  exposition  of  Rashi  and 
others,  who  say  that  the  covenant  and  sacri- 
fice here  alluded  to  are  the  same  as  those 
described  at  the  giving  of  the  law,  when 
Moses  said,  "  Behold  the  blood  of  the  cove- 
nant,"  &c.  (Exod.  xxiv.  8.)  The  sacrifices 
then  offered  were  "  burnt-offerings  and  peace- 
offerings  of  oxen,"  which  God  here  declares 
that  he  will  not  accept.  Besides,  God  is  not 
speaking  of  many  sacrifices,  but  of  one  sacri- 
fice na"!  'bi'.  He  is  moreover  speaking  of  one 
great  sacrifice,  by  virtue  of  which  sinful  men 
may  stand  before  him  as  saints  at  the  great 
day  of  judgment,  and  obtain  mercy.  This 
certainly  cannot  mean  the  sacrifices  of  the 
Mosaic  covenant  at  Sinai,   for   by  reason  of 
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that  sacrifice,  they  will  appear  as  guilty  sin- 
ners who  have  broken  God's  covenant,  as  he 
himself  says — 

:  Tinn  ni^  iicn  norr  iirw 
"  AVhich  my  covenant  they  brake."  (Jer. 
xxxi.  32.)  At  that  solemn  hour  the  Mosaic 
covenant  will  only  condemn,  and  therefore 
cannot  be  meant  here.  Indeed  the  rabbies 
appear  to  have  felt  the  untenableness  of  this 
exposition,  and  therefore  invented  another 
figurative  one — 

"  There  is  also  an  allegorical  interpretation 
referring  it  to  the  covenant  of  circumcision, 
which  Israel  has  faithfully  adhered  to  in  the 
captivity."  (Kimchi  in.  loc.)  But  this  ex- 
position is  as  unfounded  as  the  former.  Cir- 
cumcision is  never  called  a  sacrifice  in  Scrip, 
ture.  Neither  will  it  serve  a  man  in  the  day 
of  judgment.  What  then  is  the  sacrifice 
which  is  here  intended  ?  We  answer,  the  true 
passover,  the  blood  of  the  JMessiah,  whereby 
the  new  covenant  is  ratified.  Some  object 
that  the  shedding  of  blood  is  altogether  un- 
necessary— that  if  God  will  forgive  at  all,  he 
can  forgive  without  atonement  or  sacrifice. 
But  this  objection  will  equally  affect  the 
sacrifice  of  the  first  passover.  On  the  very 
same  grounds,  we  may  say,  What  necessity 
was  there  for  killing  a  lamb,  and  sprinkling 
its  blood  upon  the  door-posts  ?  The  direc- 
tions given  by  IMoses  are  very  striking— 
"  Kill  the  passover.  And  ye  shall  take  a 
bunch  of  hyssop,  and  dip  it  in  the  blood  that 
is  in  the  bason,  and  strike  the  lintel  and  the 
two  side-posts  with  the  blood  that  is  in  the 
bason  ;  and  none  of  you  shall  go  out  r.t  the 
door  of  his  house  until  the  morning.  For  the 
Lord  will  pass  through  to  smite  the  Egyp- 
tians :  and  when  he  seeth  the  blood  upon  the 
lintel,  and  on  the  two  side-posts,  the  Lord 
will  pass  over  the  door,  and  will  not  suffer 
the  destroyer  to  come  into  your  houses  to 
smite  you."  (Exod.  xii.  21 — 23.)  Surely 
the  blood  was  not  necessary  to  make  known 
to  him  which  house  belonged  to  an  Israelite. 
He  could  have  saved  them  as  well  without 
the  blood  as  with  it.  Why  then  destroy  the 
life  of  a  lamb,  and  give  them  all  this  trouble  ? 
Suppose  that  an  Israelite  had  thus  argued  at 
that  time,  had  refused  to  kill  the  passover, 
or  having  killed  it,  had  neglected  to  sprinkle 
the  blood,  or  having  done  both,  was  not  con- 


tent to  abide  in  his  house,  but  had  gone  fortli 
before  the  morning,  what  would  have  been 
the  consequence  ?  Certain  punishment.  God 
was  indeed  determined  to  save  Israel,  but 
only  in  a  certain  way  :  and  he  that  did  not 
choose  to  submit  to  God's  method,  would 
naturally  lose  the  benefit  of  his  appointment. 
Our  business  is  not  to  argue  with  God,  but 
having  ascertained  His  v/ill,  to  submit  to  it. 
Inquire,  then,  what  God  means  by  "  his 
saints  who  have  made  a  covenant  with  Him 
by  sacrifice;"  and  endeavour  to  enter  into 
that  covenant,  that  when  He  appears  to  judg- 
ment, ye  may  be  gathered  unto  Him.  If  the 
Christian  view  be  not  the  true  one,  then  since 
the  destruction  of  the  temple  there  has  been 
no  sacrifice,  and  no  way  of  entering  into  that 
covenant  with  Him.  You  observe  the  season 
— you  abstain  from  leaven — but  there  is  no 
sacrifice.  The  main,  yea  the  essential,  ele- 
ment of  the  passover  is  wanting.  The  lamb 
cannot  be  slain.  And  even  if  it  could  be,  if 
you  had  again  a  temple  and  a  high-priest, 
and  all  the  service  of  the  sanctuary,  still  the 
sacrifice  of  the  passover  would  only  be  a  me- 
morial of  mercies  long  since  gone  by.  It 
would  be  no  real  atonement  for  your  sins,  and 
when  you  had  slain  it,  and  eaten  of  it,  the 
question  would  still  remain,  How  am  I  a 
sinner  to  appear  in  the  presence  of  the 
righteous  Judge  ? 

The  first  part  of  this  paper  will  have 
shown  you,  that  we  are  firm  believers  in 
the  future  glory  and  blessedness  of  Israel; 
that  we  do  not,  therefore,  in  offering  you  our 
hope  for  eternity,  wish  to  deprive  you  of  your 
own  hopes  for  time.  No,  we  wish  you  every 
blessing  which  God  has  promised  by  the 
mouth  of  IMoses  and  the  prophets,  and  can 
affectionately  join  in  the  words — 

If  it  should  please  God  to  spare  us  all  to  see 
the  re-union  of  all  the  families  of  the  earth, 
we  should  rejoice  to  unite  with  others  in  ac- 
knowledging "  that  ye  are  the  seed  whom  the 
Lord  has  blessed."  But  we  should  rejoice  a 
thousandfold  more  to  meet  you  in  the  heavenly 
Jerusalem,  and  to  mingle  our  voices  with 
yours  in  singing, 

"  Worthy  is  the  Lamb  that  was  slain  to 
receive  power,  and  riches,  and  wisdom,  and 
strength,  and  honour,  and  glory,  and  bles- 
sing."    Amen. 
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The  feast  of  the  passover,  ordained  as  a 
memorial  of  past  mercies,  has  at  the  same 
time  served  to  remind  us  of  another  dehverance 
necessary  both  for  Jew  and  Gentile,  and  also 
of  a  happy  time  when  "  there  shall  be  one 
fold  and  one  shepherd" — "■  One  Lord  and 
His  name  One."  But  the  blessed  anticipations 
of  the  future  cannot,  and  ought  not,  with- 
draw our  thoughts  from  the  reality  of  the  pre- 
sent. That  happy  time  is  not  yet  come.  Jews 
and  Christians  are  not  yet  agreed  as  to  the 
articles  of  faith  ;  and  this  feast  of  the  passover 
especially  directs  our  attention  to  the  cause 
and  origin  of  the  difference.  At  this  solemn 
season  of  the  year,  Jesus  of  Nazareth  was  con- 
demned by  the  Scribes  and  Pharisees,  and  by 
them  delivered  to  the  Roman  power  to  be 
executed  as  a  malefactor.  One  portion  of  the 
Jewish  nation,  and  that  the  majority,  con- 
curred in  the  judgment  of  the  rulers.  Another 
portion,  at  first  small,  but  ultimately  consi- 
derable in  number  and  station,  arraigned  the 
justice  of  the  sentence,  and  professed  their 
faith  in  His  Messiahship.  The  question  be- 
tween Jews  and  Christians  at  present  is,  which 
of  these  two  portions  of  the  Jewish  nation  was 
in  the  right.  In  these  papers  we  have  taken 
up  this  simple  position,  that  the  religious  sys- 
tem of  those  who  rejected  Jesus  of  Nazareth 
is  contrary  to  the  law  and  the  prophets,  and 
is  therefore  false;  whilst  the  doctrines  of  Him, 
that  was  rejected,  are  in  conformity  with  those 
writings,  and  must  therefore  be  true.  When 
we  say  that  the  rabbinical  system  is  false,  we 
do  not  mean  that  the  Pharisees  held  no  truth. 
On  the  contrary,  we  showed  in  our  last  number 
that  some  of  their  expectations  were  agreeable 
to  the  Word  of  God,  and  therefore  true.  All 
we  intend  is,  that  the  peculiarities  of  Rabbinism 
of  which  the  system  is  composed  are  erroneous. 
The  laws  relating  to  the  present  festival  fur- 
nish us  with  abundant  proof  of  our  assertion. 
The  divine  commands  relating  to  it  exhibit  the 
care,  consideration,  and  condescension  of  God 
in  providing  an  opportunity  of  instruction,  a 
time  of  relaxation,  and  a  season  of  joy  for  the 
poor  as  well  as  the  rich.  The  rabbinical  laws, 
on  the  other  hand,  are  burdensome,  oppressive, 
and  hurtful,  especially  to  the  poor  and  un- 
learned. 

We  take  our  first  proof  from  one  of  the  laws 
relating  to  the  niDiD  !M"ii<  "  The  four  cups" — 
God  has  given  a  simple  command  to  Israel  to 
make  known  to  their  children  the  reasons  for 


the  feast.  i:n  yib  m:m  "  And  thou  shalt 
declare  unto  thy  son  in  that  day,  saying,  This 
is  done  because  of  that  which  the  Lord  did 
unto  me,  when  I  came  forth  out  of  Egypt." 
(Exod.  xiii.  8.)  In  order  to  fulfil  this  com- 
mand a  sort  of  liturgy  has  been  composed, 
much  of  which  is  solemn   and  beautiful ;  and 

j  a  ceremonial  appointed,  of  which  one  ordinance 
is,  that  there  should  be  four  cups  or  glasses  of 

!  wine. 

I  mrrajb  i"n  d^cd  ]>!  □^•©:«  p  nn«"i  inn  bii 

I  "  All  persons,  whether  men  or  women,  are 
j  obligated  on  this  night  to  drink  four  cups  (or 
j  glasses)  of  wine,  and  this  number  is  not  to  be 
I  diminished."  (Hilchoth  Chometz,  c.  vii.)  As 
I  to  the  ceremony  of  the  four  cups,  the  circum- 
I  stances  connected  with  them  evidently  show 
!  that  they  are  not  for  the  purpose  of  revelry, 
but  part  of  a  solemn  religious  observance. 

'  DID  •  nvrr  Mjnp  vby  *i'2ii>«  p'i?«i  didi  •  nrDi^s-  '3E2 
I  rb^  "piD  ""^'bxo  DID  •  m^nn  nx  rb-s  «mp  'w 


T^' 


,m  bbnrr  nx  v^r  noi:  ^i"2"\  did  •  pran  nDni 
:  T^rn  riDni  tVs? 

"  Over  each  of  these  four  cups  a  benediction 
is  to  be  pronounced.  Over  the  first  cup  is  said 
the  consecration  of  the  day.  Over  the  second 
cup  the  Haggadah  is  read.  Over  the  third 
cup  the  benediction  for  food  is  pronounced. 
And  over  the  fourth  the  Hallel  is  completed, 
and  the  benediction  for  the  song  pronounced." 
(Ibid.)  With  a  solenm  religious  ordinance  it 
is  not  for  us  to  find  fault.  On  the  contrary, 
in  these  and  their  other  prayers,  we  earnestly 
wish  the  Jews  the  blessing  of  God,  and  the 
spirit  of  grace  and  supplication.  But  when  we 
find  this  human  institution  imposed  as  a  burden 
upon  the  conscience,  and  the  observance  of  it 
exacted  from  those  who  have  not  the  means  of 
gaining  their  daily  bread,  we  must  protest 
against  it  as  harsh  and  oppressive.  Now  in 
the  oral  law  this  requirement  is  made. 
^b  inns'  sbi  nci^i  piii^  ids'  ]""  ^b  I'^uj  'n 
m5??D  D'vb  "^b  Mr\n  nn  'iDob  'n!ji  'idid  i-i"i«n 
ab  in«  DID  D"p  uaxD  nsn  b^  'iod'  iib^  '^oDn 
-\^  '^vt:2^n  '>2inb"i  "iV  uj'xdq  'ido'  pb  "■^bxan  □"p 

"  Whosoever  has  not  got  wine  transgresses 
a  command  of  the  rabbles,  for  they  have  said, 
that  there  is  to  be  no  diminution  from  the  four 
cups.     And  it  is  necessary  to  sell  what  he  has 
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in  order  to  keep  the  command  of  the  wise  men. 
He  is  not  to  depend  upon  the  bread,  for  if  he 
fulfil  the  command  concerning  one  cup,  he  has 
not  fulfilled  that  respecting  the  three.  There- 
fore let  hiai  sell  what  he  has,  and  furnish  the 
expense,  until  he  procure  wine  or  raisins." 
(Arbah  Tur.  Orach  Chaiim,  483.)  It  may  be 
replied,  that  the  congregation  furnishes  those 
who  have  not  the  means.  But  what  is  to  be- 
come of  those  who  have  displeased  the  dis- 
pensers of  the  congregation's  bounty,  or  what 
is  a  Jew  to  do,  who  is  living  alone  in  the 
midst  of  Gentiles,  as  is  frequently  the  case, 
particularly  in  this  country  ?  If  he  be  a  con- 
scientious Kabbinist  he  must  either  grieve  his 
conscience  by  transgression,  or  sell  what  he 
may  not  be  well  able  to  spare.  The  same  may 
also  be  said  of  the  unleavened  cakes.  The 
rabbles  have  given  so  many  directions  about  the  , 
lawful  mode  of  preparing  them,  as  to  make  it  j 
almost  impossible  for  a  Jew,  living  at  a  distance 
from  a  congregation,  to  keep  the  command, 
and  to  keep  the  poor  in  a  state  of  perpetual 
bondage  to  the  synagogue,  if  they  wish  to  be 
supplied  by  the  bounty  of  the  congregation. 

But  this  utter  want  of  consideration  for  the 
poor  is  more  strikingly  displayed  in  the  insti- 
tution and  exaction  of  a  second  holiday  where 
God  has  required  the  observance  of  only  one, 
as  the  rabbies  themselves  acknowledge  in  the 
following  passage  : — 

TTDvh'o  n"'©!''!  mn^n  'j-idx'©  ibxn  d''D'  n'iJ© 
niDiDn  :r\  b^  'm  iTox-n  noD  b©  ^y-itm  piDxi  pttj 

b32  p"iD«  pi)  mv  ^biD  nrr-iim  •  onr^  D'D' 
'N:tJ  hVd^  -[-nijb  «^nxy  '3xbQn  y^n  nTOi>  nabi^ 
:  '^^2^  mjdd  b^b  bDx>  -i^«  '^^ 
"  These  are  the  six  days  on  which  the 
Scripture  has  forbidden  the  doing  of  work. 
The  first  and  seventh  day  of  passover :  the 
first  and  eighth  day  of  the  feast  of  taber- 
nacles :  the  day  of  the  feast  of  weeks  and  the 
first  day  of  the  seventh  month  ;  and  these 
days  are  called  holy  days.  The  sabbatism  of 
all  is  alike ;  it  is  unlawful  on  them  to  do  any 
manner  of  work,  excepting  that  which  is  ne- 
cessary for  the  preparation  of  food,  as  it  is 
said,  '  Save  that  which  every  man  must  eat.' 
(Exod.  xii.  16.)"  (Hilchoth  Jom  Tov.  c.  i.  1.) 
Here  is  an  express  recognition  of  what  God 
has  commanded.  And  yet  the  Scribes  were 
not  content  with  this  ordinance  of  God,  but 
have  appointed  the  observance  of  a  second  day 
on  all  these  occasions,  and  have  annexed  the 
sentence  of  excommunication  to  any  trans- 
gression of  their  command. 

"  To  us,  who  observe  two  days,  every  thing 
that  is  forbidden  on  the  first  day,  is  also  for- 
bidden on    the   second   day ;  and  who.soever 


makes  light  of  it,  is  to  be  excommunicated. 
But  if  he  be  an  acute  Talmudist  the  excom- 
munication  is  not  to  be  severe,  only  he  is  to  be 
beaten.  (Orach  Chaiim,  496.)  In  the  Yad 
Hachasakah  we  find  the  same  severity,  and 
the  same  exception. 

-in  b3  DnciD  nno  xinu;'  'D  bi^  r)«  'W  ivj:  nv 
':v  2^'Q  uv  bbnnn  b^2^  •  ^3im  -nos  pM)«"ii  iishiiu 
miir>  nwj2  xinti?  nni  yi  riD^yrr  mj^-i  b^  ib'DWT 
nDn  "imh?  "['do  mnnb  yin  i>}ij'vi:  ]n  n:3h5bQi  fi 
:  □'•Tobrin  p  n^n^  xb  d«  \m«  ]n3n  i«  minn 
'*  Although  the  second  holy  day  is  only  of 
the  words  of  the  Scribes,  every  thing  that  is 
forbidden  on  the  first  day,  is  forbidden  on  it 
also.     And  every  one  who  professes  the  second 
holy  day,  even  that  of  the  new  year,  whether 
it  be  in  a  matter  relating  to  the  sabbatism,  or 
by  work,  or  by  going   beyond   the  Sabbath 
limit,  is   to   receive    the   beating   denounced 
against  rebellion,  or  to   be  excommunicated, 
unless    he  be   a  learned   man."       (Hilchoth 
Jom  Tov.   c.  i.  24. )     The  hardship,  oppres- 
sion, and  severity  of  this  ordinance  are  appa- 
rent at    first   sight,  and  are   severely  felt  by 
many  a  poor   Jew  in   this  city,  who  hardly 
knows  how  to  get  bread  for  himself  and  his 
children.     In  every   case  it  robs  him  in  one 
week  of  two  days,  on  which  God  has  allowed 
him  to  work,  and  to  endeavour  to  gain  a  live- 
lihood.     But  if  the  first  day  of  a  festival 
happen  on  a  Thursday,  then  that  day,  Friday, 
and  Saturday,  he  dare  not  do  any  thing  to  earn 
the  means  of  subsistence  for  his  family.     Sun- 
day is  the  Christian  Sabbath,  so  that  in  one 
week   four   successive  days  are   lost,  and  in 
the  following  week  four  more.     What,  then, 
is  the  poor  man  to  do  ?     If  he  does  not  work, 
his  children  may  starve ;  if  he  makes  use  of 
the  time   allowed  him  by  his   merciful  God, 
and  pursues  his  daily  occupations,  he  trans- 
gresses a  command  of  unmerciful  men,  and 
renders  himself  obnoxious  to  his  more  bigoted 
brethren.     True   that   they  cannot  now  beat 
him  with  the  stripes  awarded  to  the  rebellious, 
and  that  they  would  hardly  dare,  in  the  pre- 
sent state  of  things,  to  excommunicate  him ; 
yet  there  are  other  ways  and  means  of  perse- 
cution more  secret,  but  equally  sure.      But 
whatever  be    the  present  circumstances,  the 
cruel   and   oppressive  spirit  of   the  oral  law 
remains  the  same.     If  the  Rabbinists  had  the 
power,  they  would   soon  proceed   to  excom- 
municate and   flog  all  the   profaners  of  the 
second  holy  day.     We  appeal,   then,  to  the 
common  sense  of  every   Jew,  and  ask  him, 
what  right  have  men  to  rob  the  poor  of  that 
time  which  God   hath   given   them  ?    or   to 
sentence  a  man  who   only  goes   to  get  bread 
for  his  children,  and  in  so  doing  transgresses 
none  of  God's  commandments,  to  excommu- 
nication or  flogging,  especially  to  that  severe 
species  of  flogging  here  specified  ? 

The  flogging  here  spoken  of  is  called  riDO 


51 


rmio  *'  the  flogging  of  rebellion,"  and  is 
altogether  different  from  that  merciful  punish- 
ment prescribed  in  the  law.  God  says,  "  And 
it  shall  be,  if  the  wicked  man  be  worthy  to  be 
beaten,  that  the  judge  shall  cause  him  to  lie 
down,  and  to  be  beaten  before  his  face,  accord- 
ing to  his  fault,  by  a  certain  number.  Forty 
stripes  he  may  give  him,  and  not  exceed  ; 
lest,  if  he  should  exceed,  and  beat  him  above 
these  with  many  stripes,  then  thy  brother 
should  seem  vile  to  thee."  (Deut.  xxv.  2, 3.) 
Here,  as  everywhere  else,  in  the  midst  of 
judgment,  God  remembers  mercy.  The  rab- 
bies,  never  satisfied  unless  they  can  add  to,  or 
diminish  from  God's  commandments,  have 
reduced  the  number  to  thirty-nine,  lest  they 
should  make  any  mistake.  But  to  compen- 
sate for  this  diminution,  they  have  invented 
"  the  flogging  of  rebellion,"  which  is  without 
number  and  without  mercy,  as  may  be  seen 
from  the  following  explanation  of  the  Baal 
Aruch  : — 

rroi''  TOiD  mrr'  ib  "io«"£i  n\r!j?  niijQ  '^s-  iiii-i?  ^o 
xbi  irraiDD  «i\-i'©  11"  ^m^<  |'DD  T^v^v  ^2'n^  2b^b 
D^QDnnn  b'j  M^^^  >n  prntDbran  nnn  «bn  in"i« 
nobi  ioi«  ^bn  p^20  if?bn  'ddq  «bi  "im«  pn 
nnn  n-nn  niii  ti?duj  rrnno  ddd  imx  pp 

:  'nDiD 
"  Whosoever  transgresses  an  affirmative 
commandment,  for  instance,  he  was  com- 
manded to  make  a  tabernacle,  or  a  lulav,  and 
did  not,  he  is  to  be  beaten  until  his  soul  go 
out,  without  any  consideration  of  his  strength, 
and  without  dividing  the  flogging  into  three. 
And,  in  like  manner,  whosoever  transgresses 
the  words  of  the  wise  men,  he  is  to  be  beaten 
without  number,  and  without  consideration. 
Why  is  this  called  the  flogging  of  rebel- 
lion  ?  Because  he  has  rebelled  against  the 
words  of  the  law  and  against  the  words  of 
the  Scribes."  (Baal  Aruch,  in  voc.)  This, 
then,  is  the  punishment  denounced  against 
those  who  try  to  get  bread  for  their  children 
on  the  second  holy  day  ;  a  punishment  in- 
vented by  the  rabbies  themselves,  not  against 
the  immoral  or  the  irreligious,  but  against  the 
transgressors  of  their  own  commandments. 
What  could  have  been  the  spirit,  the  temper, 
the  religious  feeling  of  such  men  ?  Had  they 
any  perception  of  the  merciful  character  of  the 
law,  or  any  resemblance  to  the  compassionate 
nature  of  the  God  of  Israel?  Can  you  put 
any  confidence  in  the  religious  instruction  of 
those  who  would  excommunicate  or  flog  a 
fellow- creature  to  death  because  he  obeyed  the 
instincts  of  nature,  because  he  could  not  stay 
at  home  and  listen  to  the  cries  of  his  famishing 
children,  but  went  forth  to  procure  them  food 
in  the  manner  and  on  the  day  which  God  had 
permitted  him  to  do  so  ?  These  are  the  men 
who  condemned  Jesus  of  Nazareth  to  death, 
and  this  is  the  religion  of  the  oral  law,  which 
you  prefer  to  the  mild  and  merciful  doctrines 


of  Christianity.  If  Rabbinism  had  continued 
in  its  power,  you  would  have  been  exposed  to 
all  the  severity  of  this  intolerance.  The 
triumph  of  Christianity  has,  in  this  respect, 
also  been  a  blessing  to  the  Jewish  nation,  and 
the  power  of  the  followers  of  Jesus  of  Naza- 
reth protects  you  from  excommunication  and 
corporal  chastisement. 

The  cruelty  and  hardship  of  the  imposition 
of  a  second  holy  day,  with  such  a  punishment 
annexed,  appears  not  only  from  the  circum- 
stance  of  its  being  altogether  a  human  in- 
stitution, but  further,  that  the  original  object 
of  its  institution  has  long  since  ceased.  The 
Scribes  appointed  the  observance  of  two  days 
at  a  time,  when  the  feast-days  were  fixed  by 
the  appearance  of  the  moon,  lest  those  at  a 
distance  from  Jerusalem  should  keep  a  wrong 
day,  but  now  that  they  are  fixed  by  calculation, 
this  is  altogether  unnecessary. 

n^jini'ij  mmpin  mov'^^  "'^^  "'^"''^  '^  '^"'  T^^'^ 
py)p^  pDiD  'n«  ]iiMjn  by  b2T\v  '"a  ^n  ^^3  'p«'' 

"  In  the  present  time,  when  there  is  no  San- 
hedrin,  nor  house  of  judgment  in  the  land  of 
Israel,  the  feasts  are  fixed  by  calculation,  and 
therefore  all  places,  even  those  that  are  remote 
from  the  land  of  Israel,  ought  properly  to 
observe  only  one  day  as  a  holy  day,  as  well  as 
the  inhabitants  of  that  country,  for  all  depend 
on  and  fix  the  feast  by  one  and  the  same  cal- 
culation ;  but  it  is  an  ordinance  of  the  wise 
men  to  adhere  diligently  to  the  custom  of  their 
forefathers."  (Hilchoth  Kiddush  Hachodesh, 
c.  V.  5.)  There  is,  therefore,  no  excuse  for 
this  burden  imposed  upon  the  poor,  and  much 
less  for  the  cruel  punishments,  denounced 
against  those  who  cease  to  observe  what  is 
confessedly  an  useless  custom.  How  differ- 
ent is  the  doctrine  of  Christianity  with  respect 
to  such  days.  No  excommunication,  no  flog- 
ging, no  imposing  of  burdens  upon  the  con- 
sciences of  our  brethren.  The  New  Testa- 
ment condemns  even  all  rash  judgment  in 
such  matters.  It  says,  "  Who  art  thou,  that 
judgeth  another  man's  servant  ?  To  his  own 
master  he  standeth  or  falleth.  Yea  he  shall 
be  holden  up,  for  God  is  able  to  make  him 
stand.  One  man  esteemeth  one  day  above 
another;  another  esteemeth  every  day  alike. 
Let  every  man  be  fully  persuaded  in  his  own 
mind.  He  that  regardeth  the  day,  regardeth 
it  to  the  Lord  ;  and  he  that  regardeth  not  the 
day,  to  the  Lord  he  doth  not  regard  it.  He 
that  eateth,  eateth  to  the  Lord,  for  he  giveth 
God  thanks ;  and  he  that  eateth  not,  to  the 
Lord  he  eateth  not,  and  giveth  God  thanks. 
For  none  of  us  liveth  to  himself,  and  no  man 
dieth  to  himself.  For  whether  we  live,  we 
live  unto  the  Lord,  and  whether  we  die,  we 
die  unto  the  Lord ;  whether  we  live,  therefore, 
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or   die,   we  are   the  Lord's."      (Rom.    xiv.  | 

2 8.)     Here  is  the  spirit  of  love  and  mercy, 

and  therefore   the  spirit  of  God.     How  is  it, 
then,  that  Jesus  and  his  disciples  were  able  to 
overcome  the  prejudices  of  their  times,  and  to 
stem  the   torrent  of  authority  and   learning, 
which  was  altogether  in  favour  of  the  opposite 
opinions  ?     How  is  it,  if  they  were  impostors 
and  deceivers,  that  they  have  left  a  tolerant 
and  merciful  system,  whilst  the  Scribes  and 
Pharisees,  who,  according  to  that  supposition, 
were  the  true  servants  of  God,  have  left  a  re- 
ligion of  oppression  and  cruelty  ?     "  Ye  shall 
know  them  by  their  fruits.     Do  men  gather 
grapes  of  thorns,  or  figs  of  thistles?     Even  so 
every  good  tree  bringeth  forth  good  fruit,  and 
every  evil  tree  bringeth  forth  evil  fruit.     A 
good  tree  cannot  bring  forth  evil  fruit,  neither 
can  a  corrupt  tree   bring  forth  good   fruit." 
(Matt.  vii.  1(5 — 18.)     This  is  certainly  true  in 
nature.      Now   the    Pharisees   have   brought 
forth  evil  fruit,  Jesus  of  Nazareth  and  his  dis- 
ciples have  brought  forth  good  fruit.     What 
is  the  conclusion  from  such  premises  ? 

But  we  have  hitherto  spoken  only  generally 
of  the  institution  of  a  second  holy  day,  we  have 
yet  to  consider  the  details  of  the  command- 
ment, which  will  show  still  more  clearly  that 
"  The  Scribes  and  Pharisees  bind  heavy  bur- 
dens, and  grievous  to  be  born,  and  lay  them 
on  other  men's  shoulders."     (ISIatt.  xxiii.  4.) 


This  law  effectually  ties  up  the  hands  of  the 
poor  rabbinist.  He  not  only  dare  not  pursue 
his  trade,  but  he  dare  not  make  any  domestic 
arrangement,  that  might  promote  order  in  his 
house,  or  conduce  to  his  comfort.  He  must 
not  write  a  letter  to  his  friends,  nor  even  extin- 
guish a  fire,  though  it  be  to  save  his  property. 
-nD«  n-n!?  ab'^  iv^  nvi  mrin  mmnu;  -tJ  br  ?]« 

nx  pDQ  ;•'«'©  0^:131  •  bbD  nVD«  -|-n:?  in  ]'«"i  n!)i^bD 
j-ii^-ij  'QD  7^^^b  niD  Dh?i  i3n  r\ii  p3o  ]"«  "jD  "ii^xrr 
Iran  b'-2r\b  nn  np'-b-rn  n«  ^'idd  ]"•«••••  n^i  i« 
:  X2JVT  nn''3^  ^'j^  r\iV2  '['•iDn  i^^-a  -j-nn  itiD  dv2 
"  Although  it  has  been  pronounced  lawful 
to  kindle  fire  on  the  holy  day,  even  where 
not  absolutely  necessary,  yet  it  is  unlawful  to 
extinguish  fire,  even  though  it  had  been 
kindled  for  the  preparation  of  food;  for  the 
extinguishing  of  fire  is  work,  and  is  not  at  all 
necessary  for  the  dressing  of  food.  And  as 
fire  is  not  to  be  extinguished,  so  neither  is  a 
candle  to  be  extinguished,  and  whosoever  ex- 
tinguishes  is  to  be  flogged,    just  as  he  that 

weaves  or  builds Fire  is  not  to  be 

extinguished  in  order  to  save  property  on  a 
holy  day,  no  more  than  on  the  Sabbath.  On 
the  contrary,  one  lets  it  burn  and  goes  away." 
(Ibid.  c.  iv.  2,  4.)  In  the  Arbah  Turim  this 
law  is  laid  down  with  still  more  precision. 

liTi  nx  nt<i"i  i^'D«  ic"'!  r^r^'biT}  miDb  -nD« 


They  are,  as  usual,  most  exact  in  defining  j  ^^^  ,,qq  niDO  Di>?  ]^l  ri'::^p2T\  m^Db  "TiDX  •  f]^vw 


what  is  and  is  not  work.     They  say, 

IX  r^^Diib^b  rroM  xin^u  DitDO  p  nn^n  -iiD«^  ba 
xin  nn  DM'i)  D"iM?o  Kinc?  ]'2  n-D^br^  n>b  «'20 
xijT-^i  7Th^'2ii  'Ty\'2  rt^n  ]D  c«  xbx  ivi:  DVi  iiDi^ 
n^nrr-^  iqd  itc  nvn  cnmt^  err©  nnn  "in  •  ni 

-»mD\o  bai  Tfi  N2?v3i  nb^DN  -j-ivjb  nV  nio  nvi 

"  Every  thing  that  is  unlawful  on  the  Sab- 
bath, either  because  it  has  the  appearance  of 
work,  or  because  it  leads  to  work,  or  on  ac- 
count of  sabbatising,  is  unlawful  on  a  holy 
day,  unless  it  be  necessary  for  the  i)reparation 
of  food,  and  the  like,  or  such  things  as  are 
allowed  on  the  holy  day,  as  will  be  explained 
in  these  constitutions.  And  every  thing  that 
it  is  unlawful  to  move  on  the  Sabbath,  is  also 
unlawful  to  be  moved  on  the  holy  day,  un- 
less it  be  necessary  for  food :  and  every  thing 
that  is  lawful  on  the  Sabbath  is  lawful  on  a 
holy  day."     (Hilchoth  Jom.  Tov.,  c.  i.  17-) 


p:o  ^iiD  h^bi  'l^'^'^$'o  nb'-i^nb  ^b  ^XD^ii^D  xpni 
]■'«  □«  bi«  "inx  ^r'^4  br  n::nn  m  "^jno  n:i"'D'\u 
iniQ  mipn  ^luynn   nny  ab  dni  -in«  \ri«  ib 

"  It  is  unlawful  to  extinguish  fire  on  a 
holy  day,  even  though  a  man  should  see  his 
house  burning.  It  is  unlawful  to  extinguish 
split  wood,  either  for  the  #ake  of  saving  it 
from  being  burned,  or  to  ^eep  a  pot  from 
being  smoked,  that  is  tojiay,  if  he  can  keep 
it  from  being  smoked  vmhout  extinguishing 
the  fire,  as  by  removing  it  from  one  fire  to 
another.  But  if  he  has  not  got  another  fire, 
and  if  t\i^  pot  must  be  smoked  unless  he 
extinguish  it,  then  the  extinguishing  is  law- 
ful, that  the  pot  may  not  be  smoked."  (Orach 
Chaiim,  514.)  Now  we  put  it  to  the  common 
sense  of  every  Jew,  whether  in  these  laws 
there  be  justice,  mercy,  and  religion,  or  hard- 
ship, inconsideration,  and  absurdity  ? 
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The  oral  law  says,  as  we  saw  in  our  last, 
that,  on  a  holy  day,  it  is  unlawful  to  extinguish 
a  fire  in  order  to  save  a  man's  house  and  pro- 
perty, but  that  it  is  lawful,  on  the  same  day, 
to  do  the  very  same  thing  to  keep  a  pot  of 
cookery  from  being  smoked.  This  sentence 
may  perhaps  appear  wise  and  pious  to  those 
who  have  got  more  houses  than  one,  or  the 
means  of  procuring  them  ;  but  with  respect  to 
the  poor  man,  who  in  such  a  case  loses  his  all, 
and  must  see  his  family  left  without  a  roof 
over  their  heads  or  a  bed  to  lie  on,  this  deci- 
sion is  as  cruel  as  it  is  senseless.  There  is, 
however,  a  tyranny  more  dreadful  than  that 
which  affects  only  the  temporal  condition  of 
men.  The  spiritual  despotism,  which  burdens 
and  fetters  the  conscience  and  enslaves  the  soul, 
is  more  intolerable  still.  Under  temporal 
losses  a  man's  mind  may  be  supported  by  a 
sense  of  religion  ;  but  when  his  religion,  by  the 
multiplicity  and  rigour,  and  intricacy  of  its  re- 
quirements, becomes  his  tormentor,  man  is 
bereft  of  his  last  consolation.  The  religion  of 
the  oral  law  appears  to  us  to  be  of  this  cha- 
racter, and  its  enactments  with  regard  to  the 
holy  days  will  serve  to  justify  this  our  opinion. 
We  have  seen  already,  that  it  requires  two 
days'  cessation  from  business,  where  God  re- 
quires only  one,  and  that  the  general  rule  is, 
Whatsoever  is  unlawful  on  the  Sabbath  is  un- 
lawful on  thi  holy  day,  with  one  exception. 
The  Scribes,  h(^ever,  were  not  content  with 
this,  they  have  CMVtrived  to  invent  something, 
which,  though  lajnil  on  the  Sabbath,  is  on 
these  days  unlawfm.  They  say,  that  there  is 
a  certain  class  of  things  which,  if  not  delibe- 
rately destined  the  day  before  for  the  use  of 
the  holy  day,  are  unlawful.  To  this  class  they 
give  the  name  of  n^piQ  MuktzeJi,  which  lite- 
rally signifies  ''  separated  or  cut  off,"  but 
which,  for  shortness'  sake  and  for  want  of  a 
better  word  in  English,  we  shall  call  "  tin- 
destined.^* 

r-R?p"in  -nD«  ni^m  ]'«u?  r-r^  2v.o  ovi  'on 
QVttJ  ^:do  nn"©i  "imm  ito  dvi  -iid«  rr^pionvy 
:  12  hTtb^b  Mil'  NO'©  n^pran  ii  "ncN  m^o  bp  2V.d 
*'  There  is  on  the  holy  day  one  thing  which  is 
not  found  on  the  Sabbath,  and  that  is,  the 
forbidding  of  the  undeslined.  for  the  undestined 
is  unlawful  on  the  holy  day,  and  is  lawful  on 
the  Sabbath.  Because  the  holy  day  is  less 
sacred  tlian  the  Sabbath,  they  forbade  the  tm- 
destined  on  that  day,  lest  persons  should  be  led 


to  make  light  of  it."  (Hilchoth  Jom.  tov.  c.  i. 
17.) 

^bii  b3  m^r^•Db  yiy^M'Ti  niTci  -^iw  >:vt  rw^nb 
n!D  Dvi  ]nD  b"i::«b  -nD^<"l  p  n^pio  pi  xi^v^i 
:  nr^i^b  nn^br  2wr^^'^  ni-iQ  nm«  ]0^\d  ly 
"■  For  instance,  a  hen  that  is  kept  for  the  pur- 
pose of  hatching  eggs,  and  an  ox  that  is  kept 
for  ploughing,  pigeons  in  a  pigeon  house,  and 
fruits  that  are  kept  for  sale,  all  these  and  the 
like  are  undestined,  and  it  is  unlawful  to  eat 
of  them  on  a  holy  day,  unless  a  man  destine 
them  on  the  eve  preceding,  and  form  an  in  ten. 
tion  to  eat  them."  (Ibid.)  By  this  law  a 
numerous  class  of  things  is  forbidden,  which 
God  has  no  where  forbidden,  and  fresh  chains 
are  forged  for  the  conscience.  An  unlearned 
man  can  hardly  tell  what  does  or  does  not  be- 
long to  the  class,  and  if  he  be  in  doubt  must 
first  go  to  the  rabbi,  before  he  can  eat  or  make 
use  of  any  thing  doubtful ;  for  this  definition 
extends  not  only  to  eatables,  but  to  other 
things,  as  for  instance,  fuel.  Suppose,  for  ex- 
ample, that  a  man  or  a  family  had  eaten  nuts 
or  almonds  on  the  eve  of  the  holy  day,  is  it 
lawful  or  unlawful  to  burn  the  shells  on  the  holy 
day  itself.^  The  Word  of  God  leaves  the  Jew 
at  perfect  liberty  to  do  as  he  pleases,  but  the 
oral  law  tells  him  that  he  may  by  doing  cither 
commit  a  great  sin.  If  he  cannot  resolve  his 
scruples  in  this  matter,  he  must  be  content  to 
go  to  the  rabbi  or  some  learned  man,  and  sub- 
mit to  his  decision,  and  thus  every  unlearned 
and  devout  Jew  is  bi ought  into  complete  cap- 
tivity to  the  decisions  of  the  learned.  Another 
very  similar  law,  and  tending  to  the  same 
bondage,  is  that  which  makes  any  thing,  that 
is  born  or  comes  into  existence  on  the  holy 
day,  unlawful. 

•  -nD«  '\b^:r^  -p  2v.d  cvn  tid«  n^jpirDPtu?  dm'Di 
1V.D  DV  ^'«  biN  ITD  nrb  |^3rD  Vim  DiXDb  pDD  b^^ 
n:j>2  "'Db  'ir^  avb  'd^dq  tmxd  xbi  n2\nb  po 
:  rmDi>?  niMn  nnx  21:0  DVi  ■nib^w 
"  And  as  the  undestined  is  unlawful  on  the 
holy  day,  so  also  what  is  born  is  unlawful. 
On  a  common  day  a  man  may  destine  things 
for  the  Sabbath,  and  also  for  the  holy  day. 
But  on  a  holy  day  things  may  not  be  destined 
for  the  Sabbath,  nor  on  the  Sabbath  for  the 
holy  day,  therefore  an  egg  that  is  laid  on  the 
holy  day  after  the  Sabbath  is  unlawful." 
(Ibid.)     Now  not  to  speak  of  the   minute 
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trifling  of  this  law,  there  are  cases  where  it 
may  become  very  oppressive.  Suppose  that 
by  some  means  an  unlawful  egg  should  get 
amongst  a  number  of  lawful  eggs,  they  would 
all  become  unlawful. 

*'  Yea,  though  it  should  be  mixed  up  amongst 
a  thousand,  they  are  all  unlawful."  It  is  true 
that  the  rabbies  endeavour  to  guard  against 
such  an  accident,  by  forbidding  the  removal 
of  such  an  egg  on  the  holy  day ;  but  a  Gentile 
or  a  child  might,  through  inadvertently  putting 
such  an  egg  amongst  others,  produce  great  in- 
convenience or  even  loss,  and  to  this  the  poor 
man  must  submit,  or  burden  his  conscience 
with  a  wilful  transgression.  But  this  law  for- 
bidding to  eat  or  move  whatsoever  comes  into 
existence  on  the  holy  day  extends  beyond  the 
class  of  eatables.  Wood  accidently  broken  on 
this  day  belongs  to  this  class,  and  it  is  there- 
fore imlawful  to  use  it  as  fuel,  or  to  move  it. 
In  like  manner,  ashes  of  wood  that  has  been 
burnt  on  the  holy  day,  is  considered  as  having 
come  into  existence,  and  it  is  a  sin  to  move 
it,  when  once  it  has  cooled.  And  again,  if  a 
fire  should  go  out  on  the  holy  day  it  is  a  grave 
question  whether  the  fuel  that  remains  may  be 
kindled  again. 

Thus  the  conscience  is  burdened  with  de- 
finitions of  unlawful,  but  the  directions  about 
things  lawful  are  quite  as  numerous  and  per- 
plexing. For  instance,  it  is  lawful  to  make 
a  fire  on  a  holy  day,  and  to  put  on  the  pot  for 
cooking,  but  an  unlearned  man  or  woman  may 
commit  a  sin  in  the  mode  of  doing  it,  and, 
therefore,  the  Baal  Turim  says, 
^^•T'D^2.  ^^^nvb  'ns  rrnp  rrh'S  ^niDi  •cxn  rrow^DD 
;^3ib  non  «n>  ah'iD  p^br  mnprr  no^nni  n^^in 
rr^'O'o  '  nil)  rr^nb  nbi^nVn  ^wrino  nnn^  2-1  "ioxt 

"  When  one  makes  a  fire  and  puts  on  a  pot, 
it  is  necessary  to  be  very  careful  in  the  ar- 
ranging of  the  wood,  and  the  mode  of  setting 
the  pot  upon  it,  so  that  there  should  be  no 
resemblance  to  building,  for  Rav  Judah  has 
said,  every  pile  of  wood  begun  from  the  top  to 
the  bottom  is  lawful,  from  the  bottom  to  the 
top  is  unlawful."  (Orach  Chaiim,  502.)  For 
this  reason  very  minute  directions  are  given 
for  the  performance  of  each  of  these  operations. 
The  fire  is  to  be  made  in  the  following 
manner  : — 

D^i?!--:!  nx  I'll!?  «irrir»5  nv^  Dvn  rrm^  rr^msTi 
ni^nj©  ':eo  n3ii?nn  tid^\u  ni-  m  b:^  ^n^  n^^n  ir« 

Nirro  T$  vnnn  nn^i  vnnn  "in«  n'3ni  nVj^ob 

*-'  He  that  makes  a  pile  of  fire  on  a  holy 
day,  when  he  is  arranging  the  wood,  is  not  to 
lay  one  piece  upon  another,  so  as  to  make  an 
orderly  arrangement,   for  that  looks  as  if  he 


were  building;  and  although   it  be  an  acci- 
dental building  it  is  unlawful.     But  either  he 
is  to  scatter  the  wood  in  confusion,  or  to  ar- 
range them  with  some  variation.     How  so  ? 
He  is  to  lay  one  piece  at  the  top,  and  another 
piece  under  it,  and  another  under  that,  until 
it  reaches  the  ground."     (Hilchoth  Jom.  tov. 
c.  iv.   14.)     In  like  manner  the  pot  is  not  to 
be  placed  upon  stones,  or  whatever  else  is  to 
support  it,   but  is    to  be  held   up,  and  the 
support  placed  under  it ;  and  so  with  other 
things.      The  great   principle  is,  that  some 
difference  is  to  be  made  between  the  work 
done  on  the  holy  day  and  on  a  common  day, 
and  therefore  in  the  carrying  of  wine,  or  wood, 
or  other  things,  they  are  not  to  be  carried  in 
a  basket,  nor  as  usual,  but  on  the  shoulder,  or 
in   some   extraordinary  way.      Now,  as  the 
speculations  of  men  who  had  not  much  to  do, 
or  who  chose  to  devote  the  powers  that  God 
had  given  them  to  such  minutiffi,  these  things 
hardly   appear   as  harmless  ;  but    when  im- 
posed as  a  burden  upon  the  consciences  of 
others,  they  are  utterly  unjustifiable.     But  if 
they  were  found  in  the  New  Testament,  they 
would  furnish  abundant  matter  for  Jewish  wit 
and  ridicule.      They    would   naturally   say, 
what,  is  this    the  religion   that   the  Messiah 
came  to  teach  ?     Had  he  nothing  better  to  do 
than  to  look  after  the  making  of  fires,  and  the 
putting  on  of  pots  ?     But  this  is  not  the  reli- 
gion of  Jesus  of  Nazareth,  nor  of  his  apostles. 
There  is  nothing  similar  in  the  New  Testa- 
ment.    This  is  the  religion,  and  these  the  laws 
of  those  who  reject  him. 

But  this  system  of  minute  legislation  has 
another  and  a  worse  consequence  ;  it  leads  to 
difficulty,  and  the  difficulty  leads  to  artifice, 
and  thus  the  mind,  instead  of  being  improved 
and  benefited,  is  actually  corrupted  by  the 
practice  of  this  rabbinical  religion.  Thus  the 
oral  law  says,  that  it  is  unlawful  on  a  holy 
day  to  cook  food  for  the  following  day,  espe- 
cially for  a  common  day,  but  that  if  any  of 
the  food  remain  it  is  lawful.  What  is  the 
consequence  ?  Naturally,  that  more  food  is 
prepared  than  is  necessary  for  the  holy  day, 
because  they  know  that  this  may  be  eaten  the 
day  after.  And  this  is  no  imaginary  deduc- 
tion of  ours,  it  is  a  case  propounded  most 
fully,  and  allowed  by  the  rabbies. 
HDn!?  TO\s'©  ^D  bi^  ^a  ivTi  rmp  rvsui  n.sbnn 

n\i.v  nxboD  •  nnx  pn^pb  xb«  "jn:?  iyxir>  ^d  b^ 
nns  "iD:Db  xbx  ron^  n:\^\t?  ^d  *?!>  r|«  nc  -n^n 
nbiQT  •  nQ>  nsND  x^n  -111-11  nnna  ncn'©  pnu) 
irxu.*  ^D  b^  n:i  nn«  nii  -im-i  mi^nn  nni  m« 
•  nn  «:2V3  bD  pi  dt^h  r^ynnb  abiK  -|^-i2 
"  A  woman  may  fill  a  pot  with  meat,  though 
she  wants  only  one  piece.  A  cook  may  fill  a 
boiler  with  water,  thougli  he  wants  only  the 
least  quantity.  A  woman  may  fill  an  oven 
with   bread,  though  she  want  only  one  loaf. 
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for  when  the  oven  is  full,  the  bread  bakes 
better.  A  man  may  salt  a  great  many  pieces 
of  meat  at  once,  although  he  require  only  one 
piece;  and  so  with  similar  things."  (Hil- 
choth  Jom.  tov.  c.  i.  10.)  Now  this  is  plainly 
an  evasion  of  what  is  considered  a  divine 
command.  In  like  manner  the  oral  law  for- 
bids the  preparing  of  food  for  Gentiles, 

03"?  n''^:h  «b"i  DDb  DDb  mcr''  nib  «"in  '«:•©  ab'D 

"  It  is  unlawful  to  bake  or  to  cook  on  a  holy 
day,  in  order  to  feed  Gentiles  or  dogs  ;  for  it 
is  said,  '  That  only  may  be  done  for  you.' 
(Exod.  xii.  16.)  '  For  you,'  and  not  for  Gen- 
tiles. '  For  you,' and  not  for  dogs."  (Ibid.) 
The  principle  of  tliis  decision  may  lead  to 
several  difficulties:  first,  a  Jew  may  have 
Gentiles  in  his  employ  and  service  whom  he 
boards,  what  is  he  to  do  then  ?  This  diffi- 
culty he  may  get  over  in  the  manner  just 
mentioned,  by  having  more  cooked  than  he 
wants,  then  it  is  lawful  for  the  Gentile  to  eat 
of  the  surplus.  But  suppose  a  Gentile  and  a 
Jew  had  a  beast  in  partnership,  and  either 
wished  to  have  it  slaughtered  on  the  holy  day, 
is  it  lawful  for  a  Jew  to  slaughter  it  ?  Ac- 
cording to  the  above  decision,  it  would  appear 
not,  for  it  is  preparing  food  to  feed  a  Gentile  ; 
but  the  rabbles  have  found  out  a  reason  for 
evading  the  command. 

■nni  nn3  niors  b^■2iib  t^jsn  '«•©  nn  dvi  v^m^jb 

"  A  beast  which  partly  belongs  to  a  Gen- 
tile and  partly  to  an  Israelite,  may  lawfully  be 
slaughtered  on  a  holy  day,  for  it  is  impossible 
to  eat  the  size  of  an  olive  of  the  meat,  if  it  be 
not  slaughtered  by  a  Jew."  (Ibid.)  This, 
also,  is  nothing  more  nor  less  than  an  evasion. 
But  now  suppose  that  a  Jew  finds  on  a  holy 
day,  and  after  he  has  eaten  his  meals,  that  a 
beast  belonging  to  him  is  likely  to  die,  and 
that  therefore  he  is  likely  to  lose  it  altogether, 
what  is  he  to  do  ?  The  oral  law  lays  it  down 
that  it  is  unlawful  to  slaughter  for  the  follow- 
ing day,  and  yet  if  it  die  without  slaughtering, 
it  must  be  totally  unlawful  to  eat.  In  this 
case  there  is  a  saving  clause  which  removes 
the  difficulty. 

■•bi*  n^ti  n2QQ  b^-2nb  b'^vxa  s-iv  p  ct<  «"?«  iv:: 
:  Vim  br^a'XD  no  r:"'!  iiin'ca^  nb'^  n3  •  cv  mno 
"  He  that  has  a  beast  near  unto  death  must 
not  slaughter  it  on  a  holy  day,  unless  he 
knows  that  he  can  eat  of  its  flesh  the  size  of  an 
olive,  roasted,  whilst  it  is  still  day,  that  he 
may  not  slaughter  on  a  holy  day  what  is  to 
be  eaten  on  a  common  day."  (Ibid.)  Here 
the  evasion  is  palpable.  The  man  has  already 
eaten  his  meals,  he  knows  that  it  is  not  for 
the  holy  day,  that  it  is  simply  to  save  him- 


self from  loss,  and  yet  the  oral  law  obliges 
him  to  be  guilty  of  deceit,  and  to  eat  a  minute 
particle  of  it,  that  the  appearance  may  be  kept 
up.  If  it  were  intended  mercifully  to  save 
the  poor  from  loss,  why  not  make  it  lawful  at 
once,  without  any  such  condition  ?  Here  the 
mercy  of  the  enactment  is  quite  destroyed  by 
the  encouragement  of  deceit.  In  the  same 
way  the  oral  law  forbids  open,  straightfor- 
ward buying  and  selling  on  a  holy  day,  and 
yet  prescribes  a  method  of  evasion. 
'b  p  vtbii  ym  -ona  ■>b  ft  T^rzb  nia  "yc^^  i<b 
:  VTf©  b^  pi^n  ]'<XD^'$  nnabi  yhn  'i?n  i^<  pbn 
"  A  man  must  not  say  to  a  butcher,  Give 
me  meat  for  so  much  money,  only,  give  a 
portion,  or  half  a  portion,  and  on  the  morrow 
they  settle  the  account  as  to  its  value."  (Ibid, 
c.  iv.  20.) 

b^x  i«  ib:j«  b^Jin  rrri-i  iw  '3i3n  V2«  di«  "[bin 
b^2^  mDiri  mom  id'sd  npibi  ibs^  b'r\ri  atccn 
«bi  D^QT  m\a  ^b  -nriv    abiD    ii^rr^  n^jn^t?   no 

"  A  man  may  go  to  his  accustomed  shop- 
keeper, or  shepherd,  or  grazier,  and  take  from 
him  cattle,  fowls,  and  whatsoever  he  pleases ; 
only  he  must  not  mention  to  him  any  money, 
nor  any  number."  (Ibid.)  To  take  any 
thing  from  a  shopkeeper  by  weight  or  mea- 
sure is  also  forbidden,  if  it  be  done  openly  and 
honestly,  but  allowed  if  it  be  done  cunningly 
and  deceitfully. 

«bx  V^"^^  ^'"^  ^""^^  '"^^^"^  ^'-^^^  ^'  ^^  P"* 

nno"'?"!  m  ^bD  'b  ab-Q  •'2"i2nb  "imx  n\mx>  Kin  n!JO 
^zabr^'  n-rab  nnvon  ^Vd  rvn  ib^DJ^i  vn^u  ^b  |m2 
:  mo  D'sTi  ^b  iisr  vh^  xim 
"  And  thus  a  man  must  not  take  any  thing 
from  a  shopkeeper  by  weight  or  measure,  only 
let  him  say  to  the  shopkeeper,  Fill  this  vessel 
for  me ;  and  on  the  morrow  he  gives  him  the 
value.  And  even  though  the  vessel  should  be 
one  set  apart  for  the  purpose  of  measuring,  he 
may  fill  it,  provided  that  the  name  of  a  mea- 
sure be  not  mentioned."  (Ibid.)  In  all  these 
cases  it  is  plain  that  a  real  transaction  of  buy- 
ing and  selling  takes  place,  and  on  the  show- 
ing of  the  rabbies  themselves,  contrary  to  the 
Word  of  God.  Those  men  who  would  flog 
a  fellow-creature  for  not  keeping  their  own 
commandment  of  a  second  holy  day,  make  no 
scruple  of  devising  and  prescribing  a  system 
of  fraudulent  evasion  of  God's  commands. 
Perhaps  some  may  think  that  we  use  too 
strong  language  when  we  apply  the  words 
cunning  and  deceit  to  those  devices  of  the  oral 
law,  but  this  language  was  suggested  by  the  oral 
law  itself,  which  does  not  scruple  to  use  simi- 
lar words,  and  to  pronounce  that,  in  similar 
cases,  cunning  or  deceit  is  lawful. 
bi"  puji^-in  n«  nbi?n  -nib  ^btiw  1:2  nj«}"i  "im« 

n^^'o  n^i^^'ir  ]no  n^  ^«  -cmxiy^  ^^T^wb  nz'o  by 
:Dnrnb  y^'^nrt  □"n  ^byi  i5?i? 
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"  If  a  first-boni  beast  and  its  offspring  fall 
into  a  pit,  the  first  is  to  be  helped  out  on 
condition  of  slaughtering  it,  but  it  is  not 
slaughtered.  Then  guile  is  to  be  used,  and 
the  second  also  helped  out  on  condition  of 
slaughtering  it,  and  then  they  slaughter  which 
of  the  two  ihey  please.  On  account  of  the 
affliction  of  the  animals,  it  has  been  pro- 
nounced lawful  to  use  guile."  (Ibid.  c.  ii.) 
Here  the  oral  law  speaks  plainly,  it  fairly 
says  that  guile  may  be  used.  It  is  no  de- 
fence to  say,  that  this  guile  was  suggested 
by  compassion  for  the  animals.  If  it  be  law- 
ful to  help  the  animals  out  of  the  pit  at  all, 
it  is  lawful  to  do  it  without  any  guile,  openly 
and  honestly.  And  if  it  be  unlawful  to  help 
them  out,  it  is  doubly  unlawful  to  do  so 
through  guile  and  deceit,  as  if  God  was  igno- 
rant of  the  thoughts  and  designs  of  their 
hearts,  and  could  be  satisfied  with  false  and 
fictitious  conditions.  But  there  is  another 
case,  where  this  same  word  is  also  used,  and 
where  the  excuse  of  compassion  is  altogether 
out  of  the  question. 

rrbo^  "pi!?  iib^^  nD«'?n  rrajii'  x!?q21  xirj  mr5? 

□^ons'oi  nii'-n  >2J  bs*  'b:?b  luji  mbob  nmm 

nj?  ]«Dn  tj^Qi  ]«3o  "TCI  T^vo  nbra  i:?^d  •  m  "ini 

"  He  that  takes  oflP  the  hide  of  a  beast  on 
a  holy  day,  must  not  salt  it,  for  this  is  work, 
and  he  would  be  guilty  of  doing  work,  that  is 
not  necessary  for  the  preparation  of  food.  .  .  . 
But  it  is  lawful  to  salt  meat  for  roasting  on 
the  top  of  the  hide,  and  in  this  matter  guile  is 
employed.  How  so  ?  Thus.  A  little  meat 
is  salted  on  one  part,  and  then  a  little  on  an- 
other part  until  the  whole  hide  be  salted." 
(Ibid.  c.  iii.  4.)  Here  no  defence  whatever 
can  bo  offered.  The  oral  law  confesses  that 
to  salt  a  hide  is  unlawful,  its  compilers  there- 
fore set  to  work  to  find  out  a  method  of  doing 
what  was  forbidden,  and  yet  have  the  appear- 
ance of  keeping  the  law,  and  they  sagaciously 
discovered  the  above  solution  of  the  difficulty. 
Thus  the  law  of  God  is  made  null  by  the 
traditions  of  men.  The  commandments  of 
the  Scribes  are  enforced  by  flogging  and  ex- 
communication, but  full  permission  given  to 
violate  God's  commands,  if  only  an  appearance 
of  obedience  can  be  preserved.  No  wonder 
that  Jesus  of  Nazareth,  whose  characteristic  is 
mildness  and  gentlenes-s,  used  such  harsh  lan- 
guage to  the  authors  of  this  system.  His  ge- 
neral address  to  them  was,  "  Woe  unto  you. 
Scribes   and    Pharisees,   hypocrites."     They 


professed  the  utmost  anxiety  to  hare  the  law 
of  God   observed.     This   was  the  professed 
object  of  their  commandments.     They  were 
invented  as  a  hedge  to  keep  off"  every  Israelite 
from  even  an  approach  to  transgression ;  and 
they  enforced  the  observance  of  this  defence 
by  the  severest  punishments.     But  where  the 
law  of  God  interfered  with  their  worldly  in- 
terest, their  profit  or  their  gain,  they  fearlessly 
made  void  the  law,  and  inculcated  a  system 
of  guile  and  evasion.     And  this  is  perhaps  the 
most  deadly  element  in  the  Talmudic  potion. 
The   human  heart   is  ever   ready  to  imbibe 
what  is  bad,  and  the  human  mind  most  quick 
in  generalising  the  principles  of  evil.  The  only 
efficient  remedy  for  this  disease  of  head  and 
heart  is  the  inculcation  of  those  pure  and  holy 
principles,  which  God  has  graciously  revealed. 
But   when    these    principles   are   themselves 
adulterated,  and  a  system  of  guileful  evasion 
taught  as  the  religion  of  Moses  and  the  Pro- 
phets, what  are  the  results  to  be  expected  f 
The   cruel   oppression    of    the   poor   is    bad 
enough.     The  enslaving   the   consciences   of 
the  weak  is  worse ;  but  the    corrupting   the 
minds  of  the  simple  by  such  pernicious  doc- 
trines, is  the  worst  of  all.     Yet  this  is  the 
work  of  the  Jewish  religion,  as  taught  in  the 
oral  law,  and  as  recognized  in  the  prayers  of 
the  synagogue.     We  do  not  mean  to  say  that 
there    is   anything   peculiar   in     the   system. 
We  know  that  the  Provincial  Letters  develope 
a  Gentile  system  as  corrupt  and  corrupting. 
But  that  system  has  nothing  to  do  with  the 
Christianity   of  the   New    Testament.     Our 
forefathers  renounced  it  long  ago.     The  Jews 
still   adhere   to    the  oral  law,    and    in    their 
prayers  and  observances  still  acknowledge  its 
divine    authority ;     and    wherever    Jutlaism 
exists  in  vigour,  these  are  the  doctrines  in- 
stilled into  the  minds  of  the  yoifhg,  and  to 
which  the  flower  of  the  Jewish  nation  devote 
the  vigour  of  their  manhood  and  the  judgment 
of  their   old  age.     That  there  are  Jews  who 
abhor  this  system,  and  have  adopted  the  purer 
principles  of  the  New  Testament,  even  though 
they  do   not   profess    Christianity,    we    well 
know.     But  how  is  it  that  there  are  none  who 
have  courage  to  protest  against  it  ?     How  is 
it  that  there  is  not  one  who  comes  forward  to 
emancipate  his  brethren  from  moral   slavery 
and   the   galling   chain   of    superstition   and 
error  ?     "  There  is  none  to  guide  her  among 
all  the  sons  whom  she  hath  brought  forth : 
neither   is  there   any  that  taketh  her  by  the 
hand  of  all  the  sons  that  she  hath   brought 
up."     (Isaiah  li.  18.) 
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In  discussing  the  substance  and  tendency 
of  the  oral  law,  the  very  nature  of  our  design 
compels  us  to  dwell  upon  its  peculiarities,  and 
to  notice  those  traits  which  appear  as  its  es- 
sential characteristics.  Our  object  is  not, 
primarily,  to  show  its  defects  and  faults,  but 
to  prove  that  it  is  not  of  divine  authority. 
In  proving  this,  it  is  absolutely  necessary  to 
show,  by  a  comparison  with  the  law  and  the 
prophets,  as  the  unerring  standard  of  right 
and  wrong,  that  the  system  is  bad.  We 
know,  and  have  more  than  once  admitted, 
that  as  it  is  not  a  mere  human  invention,  but 
a  corruption  of  a  divinely  revealed  religion,  it 
must  contain  much  that  is  good.  But  this 
admission  no  more  justifies  the  system,  than  a 
small  quantity  of  gold  in  a  mixed  metal  would 
prove  that  the  whole  mass  is  gold.  And  this 
comparison  may  be  well  illustrated  by  the 
holy  day  constitutions,  which  have  lately 
occupied  our  attention.  The  concluding  pa- 
ragraph of  these  constitutions  contains  several 
beautiful  and  pious  precepts  ;  as,  for  exam- 
ple, after  the  command  to  rejoice  on  such 
days,  and  to  provide  nuts  and  such-like  things 
for  the  children,  new  clothes  and  ornaments 
for  the  women,  and  good  eating  and  drinking 
for  the  men,  we  read  as  follows: — 

D^DS)"?  rrp^am  b^sxo  i:'i>}i  iniawT  voi  Dr  nnr^i 
ibx  bv^  "ID1D  nnn\r)  s^bx  m:j?2  ii  ;>«  tic:  nabi 

"  And  when  he  eats  and  drinks,  he  is 
bound  to  feed  the  stranger,  the  orphan,  and 
the  widow,  with  the  other  poor.  But  he  that 
bolts  the  doors  of  his  house,  and  eats  and 
drinks  with  his  children  and  his  wife,  but 
does  not  furnish  meat  and  drink  to  the  poor 
and  afflicted,  is  not  to  be  regarded  as  having 
fulfilled  the  commandment ;  on  the  contrary, 
his  joy  is  that  of  a  glutton,  and  of  such  per- 
sons it  is  said,  '  Their  sacrifices  shall  be  unto 
them  as  the  bread  of  mourners  ;  all  that  eat 
thereof  shall  be  polluted  :  for  their  bread  for 
their  soul  shall  not  come  into  the  house  of 
the  Lord.'  (Hos.  ix.  4.)"  (Arbah  Turim, 
529.)  This  makes  a  merciful  provision  for 
the  poor,  and  as  leaching  all  who  partake  of 
the  good  things  of  this  world  to  remember 
their  poorer  brethren,  is  worthy  of  praise  and 


imitation.  We  know  also  that  this  charity 
is  practised  by  all  devout  Jews  in  every  part 
of  the  world,  and  that  they  are  on  this  account 
entitled  to  the  respect  of  all  who  can  appre- 
ciate benevolence.  But  the  reason  why  every 
believer  in  revelation  will  approve  this  com- 
mandment is,  because  it  accords  with  the 
Word  of  God.  Moses  has  made  this  precept 
a  part  of  his  law  :  "  The  stranger,  and  the 
fatherless,  and  the  widow,  which  are  within 
thy  gates,  shall  come,  and  shall  eat  and 
be  satisfied  ;  that  the  Lord  thy  God  may  bless 
thee  in  all  the  work  of  thine  hand  which  thou 
doest."  (Deut.  xiv.  29.)  And  in  the  New 
Testament  there  is  found  a  similar  command  : 
"  When  thou  makest  a  dinner  or  a  supper, 
call  not  thy  friends,  nor  thy  brethren,  neither 
thy  kinsmen  nor  thy  rich  neighbours;  lest 
they  also  bid  thee  again,  and  a  recompense 
be  made  thee.  But  when  thou  makest  a 
feast,  call  the  poor,  the  maimed,  the  lame, 
the  blind  ;  and  thou  shalt  be  blessed ;  for 
they  cannot  recompense  thee ;  for  thou  shalt 
be  recompensed  at  the  resurrection  of  the 
just."  (Luke  xiv.  12 — 14),  But  excellent 
as  this  rabbinical  commandment  is  in  itself, 
it  loses  considerably  when  interpreted  according 
to  the  system.  A  person  acquainted  only  with 
the  law  of  Moses,  or  the  doctrine  of  Jesus  of 
Nazareth,  would  say,  that  one  of  the  most 
lovely  features  in  the  command  is  the  univer- 
sal love  inculcated  towards  the  stranger  as 
well  as  the  Israelites.  But  an  acquaintance 
with  the  oral  law  would  compel  him  to  retract 
this  commendation,  for  there  universally  the 
stranger  is  interpreted  to  mean,  "  a  proselyte 
to  Judaism,"  as  for  instance — 

Ti^u  rr30^n  'D35  nnn  D23d"i  «n^  -i:in  nanx 

:  -yyn  n«  Dnini>«i  mon  rmnm  13  xirro  ':dd 

"  To  love  the  stranger  who  comes,  and  is 
gathered  under  the  wings  of  the  Shechinah,  is 
to  fulfil  two  aftirmative  precepts  ;  one,  be- 
cause he  is  included  in  the  number  of  those 
considered  '  neighbours,'  and  a  second,  be- 
cause the  law  says,  '  Ye  shall  love  the  stran- 
ger.' "  (Hilchoth  Deoth.  c.  vi.  4.)  Here, 
then,  that  comprehensive  word  ''  stranger  " 
is  narrowed  down  to  the  signification  "  reli- 
gious proselyte,"  and  abundance  of  similar 
passages  have  already  been  given  in  Nos.  4 
and  5.     But  even  with  this  great  drawback 
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we  admit  that  there  is  much  to  be  commended 
in  the  above  commandment.  We  are  quite 
willing  to  recognise  all  the  good  which  we 
can,  and  therefore  add  another  passage  or 
two  which  deserve  notice. 

rrnn  no  p  ci«?  nriJi  n:nn  mnw  \d'  ^d  bin  «in 

"  It  is  a  characteristic  of  the  pious,  who 
set  the  Lord  always  before  them,  and  in  all 
their  ways  acknowledge  him,  that  in  the  time 
of  their  joy  they  multiply  still  more  the  bless- 
ings and  praises  of  the  Holy  One,  blessed  be 
He,  who  makes  them  to  rejoice.  At  such 
a  season,  too,  a  man  ought  to  think,  if  such 
be  the  joy  of  this  world,  which  is  vanity,  for 
it  is  followed  by  sorrow  and  trouble,  what 
will  be  the  joy  of  the  world  to  come,  which  is 
everlasting,  and  to  which  no  sorrow  can  sue 
ceed."  (Arbah  Turim,  ibid.)  This  passage 
also,  as  resting  upon  the  unsophisticated  Word 
of  God,  must  receive  unqualified  assent. 
The  character  of  the  pious  is  here  beautifully 
described  by  the  union  of  two  passages  of 
Scripture.  They  are  those  "  who  set  tlie 
Lord  always  before  them"  (Ps.  xvi.  «), 
and  who  "in  all  their  ways  acknowledge 
him."  (Prov.  iii.  6.)  God  grant  that  all, 
both  Jews  and  Christians,  may  earnestly  en- 
deavour to  realise  this  character.  The  piety 
of  this  passage  is  equalled  by  the  prudence  of 
one  of  their  police  regulations  for  tlie  three  great 
feasts. 
n'-dTDW  ^r^"S2  whyi^  nntsitt?  Tnrnb  n"i  ]>i"n 

:  m'2S  'rb  Mi^y'\  Q'\r:"i  D^in:N  '^r^^b^  h^2ii'7  cc 
"  The  tribunal  is  bound,  at  the  three  feasts, 
to  appoint  officers  for  the  purpose  of  going 
about  and  inspecting  gardens,  and  parks,  and 
rivers,  that  men  and  women  may  not  congre- 
gate in  such  places  to  eat  and  drink,  and  be 
led  to  commit  sin."  If  the  authors  of  the 
oral  law  had  confined  themselves  to  such  com- 
mandments as  these,  there  would  be  but  little 
to  blame.  But  unfortunately  the  good  and 
useful  precepts  bear  but  a  small  proportion  to 
the  whole,  and  are  often  directly  counteracted 
by  the  peculiar  principles  of  the  system. 
The  above  general  description  of  piety  is  un- 
exceptionable, but  the  detail  of  the  require- 
ments, even  for  the  holy  day  alone,  is  such  as 
must  effectually  pervert  and  distort  the  fea- 
tures there  delineated.  How  can  a  man  have 
a  just  idea  of  setting  the  Lord  always  before 
him,  who  thinks  that  a  cunning  evasion  of 
God's  commandments  is  permitted,  as  was 
shown  in  the  last  number  ?  Or  how  can  a 
man  be  said  to  acknowledge  God,  when  his 
mind  is  filled  and  occupied  with  the  manifold 


and  perplexing  ceremonies  of  man's  institu- 
tion ?  Of  these  inventions  many  have  al- 
ready been  given,  but  more  remain,  and  the 
Jewish  Prayer-book  for  the  passover  especially 
reminds  us  of  one. 

*'  The  laws  of  the  mixture  for  the  cooking  of 
victuals."  The  oral  law  has  made  it  un- 
lawful on  the  holy  day  to  prepare  food  for  the 
Sabbath. 

^'bcioi  ^'Ci«  ^'«  ni'CJ  T\v  nvnb  bnir  ira  dv 

:  nnvrn  "inob  bDiN  wirro  rro  mr;  nvn 
"  When  a  holy  day  falls  on  the  eve  of  the 
Sabbath,  it  is  unlawful  to  bake  or  to  cook 
on  that  day  what  is  to  be  eaten  on  the  morrow, 
i.  e.  on  the  Sabbath."  (Hilchoth  Jom  Tov. 
c.  vi.  1.)  This  law  may  of  course  create  a 
great  inconvenience,  for  if  nothing  remains 
after  the  meals  of  the  holy  day,  there  will  be 
no  food  for  the  Sabbath,  and  on  that  day  the 
law  of  Moses  forbids  all  cooking.  And, 
strange  to  say,  the  evasion  which  is  allowed 
at  other  times  is  here  forbidden.  A  man  is 
not  permitted  to  cook  a  surplus  of  victuals 
under  the  pretence  that  it  is  for  the  holy  day. 
Another  and  more  solemn  mode  of  evasion 
has  been  invented,  and  is  thus  prescribed  in 
,the  Jewish  Prayer-book — 
i"ny  nr^'r'b  c^an:?  w  "i  nvi  rroD  2"C  brr  dn 

Of  which  D.  Levi  gives  the  following  trans- 
lation, whicli  though  not  very  literal,  is  pre- 
ferable to  a  new  one  as  occurring  in  an  autho- 
rised edition  of  the  Jewish  prayers  : — 

"  If  the  first  day  of  the  festival  happens  on 
the  Thursday,  the  following  ceremony  is  ob- 
served. On  the  day  preceding  the  festival, 
the  master  of  every  family  takes  a  whole  cake 
and  a  piece  of  meat,  fish,  or  a  roasted  egg  ; 
and  having  delivered  them  to  one  standing  by, 
to  denote  that  all  the  other  Jews  in  the  city 
that  may  have  forgotten  to  make  the  mixture 
shall,  nevertheless,  have  the  benefit  of  the 
said  mixture,  so  as  to  be  able  to  prepare  on 
the  festival  what  is  necessary  for  the  Sabbath. 
He  then  says  the  following : — 

:  n-TT  r^^'2^  by  "i3"i!?i  vmiJtDi 

:  n^«^n  Tri  Dmrr  bsnc."  bDb^  Mb  •  «niu.''? 
"  Blessed  art  thou,  O  Lord,  our  God  !  King 
of  the  universe,  who  hast  sanctified  us  with 
thy  commandments,  and  commanded  us  con- 
cerning the  mixture." 

"  By  this  mixture  it  shall  be  allowable  for 
us  to  bake,  boil,  and  to  keep  the  victuals 
warm  ;  to  light  up  lights,  and  to  do,  and  pre- 
pare all  things  necessary,   on  the  festival  for 
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the  Sabbath  ;  we,  and  all  Israel  that  dwell  in 
this  city."     (Levi's  Prayers,  vol.  v.  pp.  4,  5.) 
Now,  against  this  ceremony  several  and  se- 
rious objections  may  be  made.     First,  if  it  be 
absolutely  unlawful   on  the  holy  day  to  cook 
for  the  Sabbath-day,  how  is  the  unlawfulness 
removed  by  going  through  a  trifling  ceremony, 
and  repeating  a  few  words  ?     The  cooking  is, 
in  the  sight  of  God,  either  lawful  or  unlawful. 
If  lawful,  then   this  ceremony  is  utterly  use- 
less, and  the  solemn  calling  upon  God  is  only 
a   solemn    profanation.       If    unlawful,    then 
nothing  but  a  dispensation  from  Israel's  great 
lawgiver,    God  himself,  can   make  it  lawful.  I 
Any  tiling  short  of  this  must,  by  every  honest  i 
man,  be  regarded  either  as   an  evasion,   or  a  ] 
bold  and  wilful  transgression.     Secondly,  the  | 
unlawfulness   on    which    this    ceremony    is  | 
founded,  is  altogether  of  man's  making — (iod  , 
has  nowhere   forbidden   the  Jews  to  prepare 
for  Sabbath  on   the  holy  day.     The  Scribes  , 
have  here  as  elsewhere  dared   to   add  to  the  j 
law  of  God. 

ci'o  Vr^b  Nil""  nSt  nD  cncic  nno  m  "vicnt     | 
pv  bD  bcno  irN  nacb  win  -I'^im  bpc  •  ^yr6  ivj:  j 

"  This  prohibition   is   of  the   words   of   the 
Scribe*,  that  a  man  may  not  be  led  to  prepare 
on  a  holy  day  for  a  common  day.     For  if  he 
feel    it   unlawful    to  cook  for    Sabbath,    still 
more  will  he  feel  this   for  a  common  day." 
(Hilchoth   Jom.   Tov.    vi.   1.)       Here    it   is 
plainly  confessed  that   the  prohibition  is  not 
from  God  but  from  man.  A  reason  is  assigned 
for  this  addition,  which  is  unsatisfactory,  and 
shows  that   the  Scribes  thought  the   law  im- 
perfect, and  themselves  wiser  than  God.  They 
were  afraid,  if  men  got  into  a  habit  of  cooking 
on  the  holy  day  for   the   following  day,  when 
that  day  was  the  Sabbath,  they  might  get  into 
the  habit  of  cooking  generally  for  the  follow- 
ing day,   and  thus  cook   for  common  days. 
IJut  did  not  God  foresee  this  possibility,  and 
know  the  frailty  of  human  nature  just  as  well 
as  the    rabbles,    why   then  did  he  not   take 
this  precaution  himself?     If  this  precaution 
be  absolutely  necessary,  as  it  was  not  given  by 
God,  it  will  necessarily  follow  that  God  did 
not  give  that  which  was  necessary,  and  thcre- 
fore\hat  the  law  of  God  was  imperfect  until 
it  was  mended  by  the  rabbie?.     If  the  law,  as 
given  by  God   be  perfect,  and  who  can  deny 
it  without  blasphemy,  then  this  precaution  of 
the  rabbles   is  useless,   and  they    are  proved 
guilty  of  making  additions  to  the  law  of  God, 
and  of  imposing  needless  burdens  on  the  con- 
sciences of  their  brethren.     If  this  ceremony 
were  left  to  the  free  will  of  every  individual, 
it  would  be  very  different,   but  it  is  imposed 
as   an    indispensable  duty,  and  a  man  pro- 
nounced a  sinner  if  he  does  not  comply. 
■jioDb  rnji-wu  n^n  nro  •(2"'j>«"i  m'''  "O  -i\u2'M\y  'o 
:  "12  i«jv  i2'«"\  y^nc  N-ip2  Trn  bii;  'w  i^iTy  br 


"  He  who  can  make  the  mixture,  and  does 
not,  but  chooses  to  depend  on  the  mixture 
made  by  the  great  men  of  the  city,  is  called 
a  sinner,  and  has  not  fulfilled  his  duty." 
(Arbah  Turim  527.)  Here  then  his  con. 
science  is  burdened,  but  further,  he  may  be 
exposed  to  considerable  inconvenience,  to  es- 
cape from  which  he  is  driven  again  to  a  pre- 
scribed exercise  of  artifice  and  guile. 

D'-irTN  v:  irr:n  nVi  vrc2n  m^i-  rr:n  vih-t:  ^o 

Nb\r  mb  ^\■)tiib^  b^ib  ^*2•2V^  rr;rro  ^T^iib  -nci^i 

rp:n  n?c  mb  "t^  ins  *n'  rt^i  cni  in;p  nrny 

"  He  that  has  not  performed  the  ceremony  of 
the  mixture  for  himself  and  for  whom  others 
have  not  done  it,  as  it  is  unlawful  for  him  to 
boil  or  to  bake,  so  his  flour  and  food  are  un- 
lawful ;  and  it  is  unlawful  for  another,  who 
has  performed  the  ceremony  for  himself,  to 
boil  and  bake  for  such  an  one  until  he  buy  it 
for  himself.  Then  he  may  boil  and  bake  of 
his  own,  for  he  has  bought  it,  and  if  he  please 
may  make  a  present  of  it  to  the  other."  Here 
of  course  the  purchase  is  fictitious.  In  like 
manner  it  is  unlawful  for  him  to  light  the 
Sabbath  candle.  This  would  be  a  great  mis- 
fortune, and  a  learned  rabbi  has  accordingly 
found  out  a  remedy  of  the  same  kind. 

cvr  -n7»2  "crnb  bii!''::  p"("2;'.:i~i*3  tmo  '-n  2nD 

:  rr'Vn  tt  fr\-t  ^rv:^h^  cv  mrio  Vrcs  -i;a  yen 
"  Rabbi  Meyer,  of  Kothenburg,  has  said  in 
his  writings,  that  a  man  may  seek  for  some- 
thing in  the  room  by  the  light  of  a  candle, 
yea  though  it  be  still  day,  and  then  leave  it 
lighting  until  nighu"  (Arbah  Turim  .j27.) 
^Vc  ask  the  Jews  seriously  to  consider  this 
specimen  of  rabbinical  wisdom  and  conscien- 
tiousness.  A  man  who  has  not  performed 
the  ceremony  of  the  mixture  dare  not  do 
what  God  has  allowed  him  to  do,  he  dare  not 
light  the  candle  for  Sabbath,  that  is,  if  he  does 
it  honestly  and  openly,  he  would,  according 
to  the  oral  law,  commit  a  sin.  But  then  he 
may  do  this  same  thing  by  using  guile  and 
deceit,  which  God  has  forbidden,  and  then 
according  to  these  same  teachers,  the  act  is 
lawful.  He  may  light  a  candle  under  pre- 
tence of  searching  for  something,  even  though 
he  has  the  day-light,  and  therefore  evidently 
'  does  not  want  it  for  that  purpose,  and  then  he 
can  leave  it  lighting.  Thus  the  oral  law 
teaches  that  the  neglect  of  a  mere  human  in- 
vention is  a  greater  sin  than  guile  and  deceit. 
Is  not  this  to  strain  at  a  gnat  and  to  swallow  a 
camel  ?  But  some  Rabbinist  may  say,  if  the 
oral  law  encourages  guile  and  deceit,  why  does 
it  forbid  the  employment  of  guile  in  the  pre- 
paration of  food  for  the  Sabbath,  as  has  been 
stated  above  ?  This  is  a  curious  point,  and 
deserves  attention.     The  oral  law  says,  if  food 
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be  left  after  the  meals  of  the  holy  day,  it  is 
lawful  to  eat  it  on  the  Sabbath,  provided 
that  no  guile  be  used  ;  but  if  guile  be  used, 
it  is  unlawful.  Whereas,  if  a  man  wilfully 
neglect  the  ceremony  of  the  mixture,  and  cook 
notwithstanding  for  the  Sabbath,  he  may  law- 
fully  eat  what  he  has  prepared.  This  has  at 
first  sight  the  appearance  of  wishing  to  discou- 
rage guile,  but  the  reasons,  given  for  this  de- 
cision, show  that  this  is  far  from  being  the  case. 

b"^  i-iDN  xbi  nnj^TDn   bv  ^^Cii^  ^y^a^rf  rTQb^ 
spniu'i  I'Q^TTD  bDH  ixi?a2  □nmb  -iTirr  o^it?  nnarr 
ia»  Dwi  nsD  i3'«  nnan  b^a  •  yb'^m  >i"n>i?  duj 
:  ninx  di>d  -iis>>  mb  Qvn 

"  What  is  the  reason  that  they  were  more 
severe  upon  him  that  used  guile  than  upon  the 
wilful  transgressor,  and  made  it  unlawful  for 
the  former,  but  not  for  the  latter  ?  The  rea- 
son is  this,  if  they  had  pronounced  it  lawful 
for  him  that  uses  guile,  all  would  use  guile, 
and  the  very  name  of  mixture  for  food  would 
perish.  On  the  other  hand,  a  wilful  trans- 
gressor is  rare,  and  if  he  transgress  to-day,  he 
will  not  transgress  again."  The  employment 
of  guile,  then,  is  not  forbidden  because  it  is 
odious  in  the  sight  of  God  and  man,  but 
simply  from  the  fear  that  it  might  operate 
prejudicially  upon  the  observance  of  a  rab- 
binic command.  Such  is  and  must  be  the 
effect  of  multiplying  religious  ceremonies,  and 
imposing  them  upon  the  conscience  as  neces- 
sary to  salvation.  The  conscience  becomes 
burdened,  and  beset  with  difficulties,  and  is 
glad  of  any  refuge  or  relief,  even  though  it 
should  be  derived  from  artifice  and  deceit. 
Artifice  is  at  last  made  lawful,  or  even  pre- 
scribed, as  we  have  seen  in  many  instances, 
and  then  religion,  which  God  intended  as  a 
remedy  for  our  moral  disease,  becomes  itself  a 
new  source  of  infection.  But  if  any  burdened 
conscience  should  awake  and  become  sensible 
of  the  cheat  that  has  been  put  upon  it  by  the 
oral  law,  the  probability  is  that  it  will  cast  off 
religion  altogether,  and  mistake  Moses  too  for 
a  companion  of  the  Scribes  and  Pharisees ; 
and  thus  many  a  rabbinical  Jew  has  been  led 
to  utter  infidelity. 

But  there  is  still  a  third  objection  to  be 
urged  against  this  ceremony  of  the  mixture, 
and  that  is,  that  it  prescribes  a  form  of  thanks- 
giving to  God  for  appointing  that  which  he 
never  appointed.  "  Blessed  art  thou,  O  Jjord 
our  God  !    King  of  the  universe  !   who  hast 


sanctified  us  with  thy  commandments,  and 
commanded  us  concerning  the  mixture." 
Where  has  God  commanded  the  mixture? 
Where,  from  one  end  of  the  law  to  the  other, 
or  in  the  prophets,  is  there  one  word  about 
this  ceremony  ?  It  is  from  first  to  last  a  pure 
invention  of  the  Scribes.  God  never  ap- 
pointed  it.  This  prayer,  then,  contains  a 
positive  untruth,  and  thus  the  ignorant  and 
unlearned  are  deceived,  and  taught  even  in  the 
solemn  act  of  public  worship  to  believe  that 
God  has  commanded  what  he  never  com- 
manded. The  minds  of  children,  too,  are 
thus  imbued  with  the  commandments  of  men, 
and  taught  in  the  language  of  prayer  to  stamp 
the  divine  authority  upon  the  invention  of  the 
Scribes  and  Pharisees.  And  this  is  done  not 
only  in  the  forests  of  Poland,  or  on  the  unci- 
vilized coasts  of  Barbary,  but  here  in  England. 
This  ceremony  and  this  prayer  are  prescribed 
in  the  two  editions  of  the  Jewish  prayer-book, 
published  by  Levi  and  Alexander.  In  this 
country,  where  full  liberty  of  conscience  pre- 
vails, the  language  of  the  synagogue  is  just 
the  same  as  in  the  darkest  and  most  oppressed 
regions  of  the  habitable  globe.  The  Jewish 
children  are  still  taught  to  bless  God  for 
giving  what  he  never  gave,  and  the  sacred 
voice  of  prayer  still  consecrates  the  intole- 
rance, the  errors,  and  the  absurdities  of  the 
oral  law.  In  other  countries,  where  the  cir- 
cumstances were  not  so  favourable,  the  Jews 
have  made  more  than  one  attempt  to  renounce 
and  repudiate  the  errors  of  the  Talmud.  But 
in  England,  whether  from  listlessness  or  from 
a  love  to  these  Talmudic  doctrines,  we  do  not 
presume  to  say,  nothing  has  been  done  either 
by  the  German  or  the  Portuguese  Jews.  In 
England  the  Talmud  still  maintains  its  empire 
of  error  and  uncharitableness,  and  spiritual 
tyranny,  and  not  one  individual  has  dared 
publicly  to  protest  against  it.  We  ask  the 
Jews  seriously  to  consider  this  matter,  and  to 
compare  the  extracts  which  we  give  with 
Moses  and  the  prophets;  if  the  oral  law 
agrees  with  that  which  is  confessedly  the 
Word  of  God,  then  we  beg  of  them  to  explain 
the  lawfulness  of  using  guile,  of  inventing 
new  commandments,  and  enforcing  them  with 
the  severest  punishments.  But  if  they  decide 
that  these  things  are  altogether  forbidden  by 
God,  then  we  call  upon  them  to  protest  aloud 
against  these  adulterations  of  revealed  truth. 
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In  our  last  number  we  ventured  to  say, 
that  in  the  English  synagogues  "  The  sacred 
voice  of  prayer  still  consecrates  the  intolerance, 
the  errors,  and  the  absurdities  of  the  oral 
law  ;"  and  we  gave  an  instance  in  proof  of 
our  assertion.  But  to  some  Israelites,  who 
have  overlooked  the  contents  of  their  Prayer- 
book,  this  assertion  may  require  more  proof; 
we,  therefore,  proceed  to  give  it,  and,  first  of 
all,  with  regard  to  intolerance.  In  the  cere- 
monial for  the  first  two  evenings  of  the  pass- 
over,  in  the  midst  of  the  rejoicings  and  thanks- 
givings, which  the  memory  of  their  great  de- 
liverance naturally  calls  forth,  we  suddenly 
find  the  following  prayer  : — 

im3  nxi  IPS''  n«  b^ii  "-^  :  ixip  «b  -j-omji  i\l\^ 
?|-nn  ;  dt-^'  "jcn  pim  -[orT  crrb-^  y^^xD  :  iQu:rT 

'^  Pour  out  thy  wrath  upon  the  heathen  that 
have  not  known  thee,  and  upon  the  kingdoms 
that  have  not  called  upon  thy  name.   For  they 
have   devoured   Jacob,    and    laid   waste   his 
dwelling  place.     (Psalm  Ixxix,  6,  7-)     Pour 
out  thine  indignation  upon  them,  and  let  thy 
wrathful  anger  take  hold   of  them.     (Psalm 
Ixix.   24.)     Persecute   them   in   anger,    and 
destroy  them  from   under  the  heavens  of  the 
Lord."     (Ivament.  iii.  G6.)     Here  are  three 
passages  of  Scripture,  taken  from  their  context, 
and  joined  together  to  make  one  prayer.     In 
their  context,   and  with  reference  to  the  times 
for  which   those  portions  of  Scripture   were 
given  by  God,  they  are  intelligible.  After  the 
destruction    of  Jerusalem    by    the   Romans, 
whilst  the  Jewish  mind  was  still  in  a  state  of 
violent  excitement  against  the  authors  of  that 
calamity,  such  an  imprecation   may   appear 
natural.    During  the  persecutions  of  the  Cru- 
saders or  the  Inquisition  it  might  be  excusable, 
but  in  the  present  time  and  circumstances  it 
is  indefensible.     Who  are  the  heathen  and 
the  kingdoms,   whom  the  offerers  of  these  pe- 
titions wish  to  be  pursued   with  God's  wrath, 
and  to  be  destroyed  from  under  the  heavens? 
Are  they  the  Christians,  or  the  heathen  idola- 
ters of  Africa  and  India  ?     The  Mahometans 
profess  a  faith  in  the  Unity  very  similar  to 
that   of  the  later   rabbles ;    they,    therefore, 
cannot  be  intended.     If  it  be  said  that  the 
idolatrous  heathen  are  here  intended,  we  must 
still  protest  against  the  intolerance  of  this  im- 
precation ;  why  should  the  Jews  wish  for  their 


destruction  ?  What  evil  did  these  poor  ig- 
norant people  ever  do  to  the  Jews  in  England, 
that  they  should  pray  for  their  destruction 
rather  than  their  conversion  ?  If  it  be  said, 
that  nobody  at  all  is  intended  in  the  present 
day,  why,  we  would  ask,  is  it  still  made  a  part 
of  the  passover  ceremonial  ?  We  have  before 
us  several  copies  of  the  Haggadah,  some 
printed  very  lately,  and  it  occurs  in  them  all. 
If  this  were  the  only  passage  of  the  kind  to 
be  found  in  the  liturgies  of  the  synagogue,  it 
might  perhaps  admit  of  palliation  or  excuse, 
but  it  is  only  one  of  a  similar  class,  all 
breathing  the  same  spirit.  In  the  morning 
service  for  the  second  day  of  the  passover,  as 
translated  by  D.  Levi,  we  find  another  more 
fearful  still. 
ir^  ^2^^:^  d«t   •  Vixd  yTV^  y^h  '?«  nn  mi 

T^bl''  cnn:if:i   •  w<iir  ibno   □iDn   •  dmji:   mn 

'.nxD^i 
"  Hasten,  O  my  beloved,  to  where  thy  heart 
and  eyes  are;  and  though  we  have  cast  off 
that  that  is  good  and  pleasant,  yet  hear  the 
roaring  raging  voice  of  those  that  oppress  thy 
people ;  satiate  the  clods  with  their  blood ; 
manure  the  earth  v/ith  their  fat ;  and  let  the 
stench  of  their  carcases  ascend."  (Levi's 
Prayers,  vol.  5,  fol.  142.)  The  translation 
is  D.  Levi's,  so  that  it  cannot  be  said,  that 
the  sense  has  been  misrepresented  or  distorted 
for  polemical  purposes.  It  is  the  translation 
of  a  Jew,  and  of  a  Jew  in  England,  and  the 
title-page  tells  us  that  it  is  the  second  edition 
"  carefully  revised  and  corrected,  and  illus- 
trated  by  Isaac  Levi."  The  title-page  also 
says,  "  As  read  in  their  synagogues  and  used 
in  their  families."  Is  not  this  prayer  intoler- 
ant? Is  there  any  thing  like  it  in  the  New 
Testament,  or  in  our  Christian  Prayer-books  ? 
And  yet  we  are  told  that  modern  Judaism  is 
more  tolerant  than  Christianity,  and  that  it 
teaches  charity  to  all  men.  Let  not  the  Jews 
think  that  we  impute  this  spirit  to  the  whole 
nation.  No  such  thing.  This  passage  is 
quoted  as  a  specimen  of  the  spirit  of  the  oral 
law  and  its  authors,  who  not  only  were  pos- 
sessed with  this  spirit  of  resentment,  but  so 
overwhelmed  with  it,  as  to  transfuse  it  into 
their  addresses  to  the  God  of  mercy,  and  to 
prescribe  it  as  a  part  of  the  public  worship 
of  the  congregation.  Whenever  introduced, 
there  it  still  remains,  as  a  testimony  to  the 
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spirit  of  the  first  opposers  of  Jesus  of  Naza- 
reth,  and  as  a  portion  of  the  liturgic  service 
of  the  synagogue.  In  these  passages,  how- 
ever, it  does  not  appear  what  nations  are  in- 
tended ;  no  name  or  particular  characteristic 
is  given,  though  the  allusion,  in  the  last  quoted 
prayer,  to  Isaiah  xxxiv.  naturally  leads  the 
reader  to  think  of  Edom  ;  but  in  other  places 
a  more  definite  form  is  prescribed,  from  which 
we  find  that  Edom  is  the  great  object  of  hatred. 

:  n2n3  nz^rr  mix  bj?  1113  •  x:^^5 
"  God  divideth  the  night  of  preservation, 
when  in  the  midst  of  the  night,  he  went  forth 
through  the  land  of  Egypt :  may  the  mighty 
God  also  divide  it  concerning  Edom."  (Ivevi, 
ibid.  fol.  7.)  This  is  a  petition  that  God 
would  do  to  Edom  as  he  did  unto  Egypt. 
Again,  a  little  further  on  we  read, 
T\  'a''3  •  0"n«T  n!?  m  •  mih?  br  mn  mn  ncD 

:nDD 
"  On  the  passover,  a  sharp  sword  shall  fall 
on  Edom,  by  the  hand  of  him  who  is  white 
and  ruddy,  as  in  the  days  of  the  feast  of  pass- 
over."  (Ibid.  fol.  10.)  And  so  throughout 
the  prayers  there  are  frequent  allusions  to  this 
subject,  as  for  instance — 

:  innp3  ]T?  vyMii  '  imDm 

"  Then  will  his  name  be  pronounced  as  it  is 
written  :  when  the  other  half  will  complete 
the  word ;  his  dominion  also  will  be  greatly 
exalted,  and  his  throne  be  completely  estab- 
lished ;  when  he  shall  smite  the  descendants 
of  Esau,  aud  take  vengeance  on  his  enemies." 
(Ibid.  fol.  214.)  But  these  are  sufficient  to 
show  that  Edom  is  the  great  object  of  anti- 
pathy, and  of  course  the  great  question  is 
whom  do  the  Jews  understand  by  Edom  ? 
Let  the  most  famous  of  their  rabbies  instruct 
us  in  this  matter,  and  first  let  us  hear 
Maimonides. 
m\^  Dv  i^in  p-ci^i  DV1  en  dY'iji-  nii5>  c^n^ 

xirr©  "mi*S'  pM'^"^  cv  Vi?  "a^  ni-a)i  nn©  b2T<i^  'CJ-ou 

"  The  Edomites  are  idolaters,  and  the  first 
day  of  the  week  is  the  day  of  their  festival ; 
therefore  it  is  forbidden  to  have  commerce 
with  them  in  the  land  of  Israel,  on  the  fifth 
and  sixth  day  of  every  week.  It  is  not  ne- 
cessary to  say  that  the  first  day  itself  is  every 
where  unlawful."  (Hilchoth  Accum.  c.ix.  4.) 
There  is  but  one  class  of  religionists  who  ob- 
serve the  first  day  of  the  week  as  sacred.  Now 
let  us  hear  Kimchi.  In  his  commentary  on 
Joel  iii.  19,  "  Egypt  shall  be  a  desolation, 
and  Edom  shall  be  a  desolate  wilderness, 
for  the  violence  against  the  children  of  Judah, 


because  they  have  shed  innocent  blood  in  their 
land  :"  he  says, 

niDbo  iiir-i  n-ni^i  D^b«rn^^  mii-n  onun  -i3i 

mi^'i'Di  n^ruT  «nvn  «''m  nbi>^3n  ns'  tj  ni^nm 

D'oiii«»  Din  'Qi-i  mrjbo  o  -nii-3  m  idxi  •  •  •  •  b^^^n 

D3  ii"^rn2\D  1Q3  GUI  D'oi"  Dm  inrriD'o  'D"i'«i 

:  y^n  br  D'i^"ip3  n^b^i-o'©'  m^bnn  p 

"  The  prophet  mentions  Egypt  and  Edom: 
Egypt,  on  account  of  the  Turks,  and  Edom, 
on  account  of  the  Roman  empire ;  and  these 
two  have  now  had  dominion  for  a  long  time, 
and  will  continue  until  the  redemption.  This 
is  the  fourth  beast  in  the  visions  of  Daniel. 
.  .  .  .  And  this  is  said,  the  majority  of  the 
Roman  empire  is  composed  of  Edomites. 
For  although  many  other  nations  are  mixed 
among  them,  as  is  also  the  case  with  the 
Turkish  empire,  they  are  called  after  the 
root."  Kimchi  then  fixes  Edom  upon  the 
Roman  empire,  in  which  he  evidently  in- 
cludes the  Greek  empire,  for  he  wrote  in  the 
1 2th  century,  long  before  the  Constantinopo- 
litan  dynasty  was  overturned.  Aben  Esra 
gives  a  similar  interpretation  on  the  blessing 
of  Esau. 
□3-innrT  nox  ]Dt  wn  v^m  N^rr  iinb^n-o?  ^qtii 

p!D:TCDV  'on  •'Qin  n^Qt^n  TvUK'DT  mb«  imn'cc? 

vn  «bi  •  \ijvn  mi:?  ibji  h^  D\m  mn  bD  u^nmu 

Q>!D3?Q  '"Qn«n  vin  'iDinn  mnnn  "noMJ^TT  □bn"! 

:  Q"n«  '"i::bD  ••qi"i  ns?-ip3  p  bs? 

"  Rome,  which  led  us  away  captive,  is  of 
the  seed  of  Kittim,  and  so  the  Targumist  has 
said,  in  number  xxiv.  24,  '  And  ships  shall 
come  from  the  coast  of  Kittim.'  And  this  is 
the  same  as  the  Greek  monarchy,  as  I  have 
explained  in  the  book  of  Daniel ;  and  there 
were  very  few  who  believed  on  the  man  of 
whom  they  made  a  God.  But  when  Rome 
believed  in  the  days  of  Constantine,  who 
changed  the  whole  religion,  and  put  an  image 
of  that  man  upon  his  standard,  there  were 
none  in  the  world  who  observed  the  new  law 
except  a  few  Edomites,  therefore  Rome  is 
called  the  kingdom  of  Edom."  (Comment, 
on  Gen.  xxix.)  We  do  not  now  stop  to 
refute  the  false  statements  which  Aben  Esra 
here  makes.  Every  one,  that  knows  any  thing 
of  history,  knows  that  in  less  than  a  century 
after  the  time  of  Jesus  of  Nazareth,  the 
Christian  religion  had  made  great  progress  in 
the  whole  Roman  empire,  and  that  the  pro- 
pagation of  the  new  law,  as  Aben  Esra  calls 
it,  before  the  time  of  Constantine,  was  more 
rapid  and  more  extensive  than  after  his  con- 
version. Our  business  at  present  is  with  his 
interpretation  of  the  word  Edom,  he  says 
plainly  that  Edom  and  Edomites  mean  the 
Christians.     Now  let  us  hear  Abarbanel :  — 
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"'.vb  n3iDDn  Dn«  p«  r:;  -\ih  vhiD  5>in  mm     i 

mn  Dvrr  Dn:jiDn  rra-\«  «'m  'biyn  "731  nujr;Dno"i 
:  mi«  >3io  DHM? 

"  From  this   you  may  learn  that  the  pro- 
phet  (^Obadiah)  did  not  prophecy  only  against 
the  land  of  Edom,  which  is  in  the  neighbour-  \ 
hood  of  the  land  of  Israel,  but  also  against  i 
that  people  which  branches  off  from  thence,  | 
and  is  spread  through  the  whole  world,  and 
that  is  the  people  of  the  Christians  in  this  our 
day,  for  they  are  of  the  children  of  Edom." 
(Comment,   on  Obadiah.)      Here,   then,  we 
have  Maimonides,  Kimchi,  Aben  Esra,  and 
Abarbanel,  all  giving  the  same  interpretation, 
and  all  asserting  that  Edom  means  the  Chris- 
tians.    According  to  this  interpretation,  then, 
the  above   dreadful  imprecations  are  for  the 
destruction  of  the  Christians.     Is  this  tolerant 
or  charitable?     Is   this   in  accordance  with 
]\Ioses'   account    of    the   divine   character — 
"  Merciful  and  gracious,  long-suffering,  and 
abundant  in  goodness  and  truth  V     Are  these 
the  petitions  that  poor  sinful  creatures  ought 
to  offer  when  thev  assemble  for  the  worship 
of  the  Creator  of'  all  flesh?     Above  all,  are 
they  suitable  in  an  English  synagogue,  and 
in    the   present    day  ?     You    may    say    that 
Kimchi  and  those  other  commentators,  lived 
in  the  times  of  Popery,  and  that  Edom  only 
means  the  Roman  Catholic  Christians.     But 
what  will  those  Jews  say  who  live  in  Rome 
itself,  and    France,  and  Bavaria,  and  other 
Roman  Catholic  countries  ?     You  may  think 
them  in  error,  so  do   we,  but  we   cannot  for 
that  pray  that  God  "  would  satiate  the  clods 
with  their  blood,  manure  the  earth  with  their 
fat,  and  cause  the  stench  of  their  carcases  to 
ascend."     We   could  not   utter  such  an  im- 
precation against  the  cannibals  of  New  Zea- 
land, nor  the  man-stealers  of  Africa.     But 
if  you  say  that  you  do  not  offer  up  these  peti- 
tions against  the  Christians,  whether  Protest- 
ant or  Romanist,    may  we  ask  against  whom 
then  are  they  directed  ?     And  what  are  your 
thoughts  when  you  hear  these  petitions  read, 
and  join  m  them  in  the  synagogue?     The 
liter^  Edom  was  destroyed  long  since;  the 
children  of  Edom  have  long  since  been  utterly 
lost.     Where   are  their  posterity  now   to  be 
found  ?     The  above-named  rabbles  say  the 
Romans   were    descended  from    Edom,   but 
where  is  their  proof,  either  from  the  Bible  or 
from  profane  history?     But  suppose  it  was 
so,  how  will  that  prove  that  the  Greeks,  the 
French,  the  Germans,  or  the  inhabitants  of 
the  British  isles  are  thus  descended  ?     The 
truth  is,  there  is  no  historical  evidence  what- 
ever to  give  even  a  colour  to  this  assertion 
respecting  Rome.     The  rabbles  found  dread- 
ful denunciations   of  wrath  against  Edom  in 
the  prophets,  particularly  in  Obadiah  and  the 
xxxivth  of  Isaiah,  and    they  thought  that 


Rome  and  the  Christians  deserved  such 
punishment  more  than  any  one  else  ;  they 
therefore  applied  them  to  these  objects  of 
their  antipathy.  As  far  as  authentic  history 
will  carry  us,  the  descendants  of  the  Edomites 
are  to  be  sought  for  rather  amongst  the  Jews 
themselves,  than  amongst  any  other  people  ; 
for  the  last  that  we  read  of  the  Edomites 
is,  that  they  were  subdued  by  John  Hyrcanus, 
and  converted  to  Judaism  at  the  point  of  the 
sword.*  Amongst  the  Jews,  then,  their 
descendants  have  ever  since  continued,  and 
strange  enough  some  of  them  may  now  be 
offering  in  the  synagogue  these  imprecations 
against  themselves.  But,  however  that  be, 
the  prophecies  against  Edom  do  certainly  not 
apply  to  the  Christian  religion,  which  was  not 
Edomitical,  but  altogether  Jewish  in  its  ori- 
gin.  Jesus  of  Nazareth  was  a  Jew,  and  his 
disciples  and  first  disciples  from  a  province  of 
Judea  as  remote  as  possible  from  Edom. 
And  even  if  the  rabbies  could  prove  that 
Rome  is  Edom,  still  this  will  have  nothing  to 
do  with  the  other  nations  who  are  in  no  wise 
descended  from,  or  connected  with  that  city  or 
people. 

We  are  not  ignorant  of  the  many  prophe- 
cies against  Edom,  but,  however  many  or 
severe,  they  form  no  justification  of  these 
prayers,  even  if  the  rabbies  know  who  is  in- 
tended. God  is  a  merciful  God,  as  well  as  a 
just  Judge,  and  when  he  arises  to  judgment, 
or  when  he  utters  a  denunciation  of  wrath,  we 
may  be  sure  that  he  does  all  in  truth  and 
righteousness.  But  that  furnishes  no  excuse 
for  the  sons  of  men  who  presumptuously  take 
upon  themselves  to  call  down  God's  wrath  by 
prayer,  or  to  offer  themselves  as  the  execu- 
tioners of  his  anger.  The  Word  of  God  con- 
tains  many  denunciations  of  wrath  against 
the  Jews,  but  this  does  not  justify  the  nations 
who  have  persecuted  and  oppressed  them. 
What  would  the  Jews  think  of  us  if  we  col- 
lected all  the  fearful  passages  in  the  xxvith 
chapter  of  Leviticus,  and  the  xxviiith  of 
Deuteronomy,  and  wove  them  into  a  prayer 
to  call  down  God's  wrath  upon  the  people  of 
Israel?  What  would  they  say  if  we  ap- 
pointed this  form  for  the  most  solemn  days, 
and  for  the  time  of  our  festivity  ?  Yet  this 
is  what  the  rabbies  have  done,  and  what  the 
oral  law  prescribes,  and  therefore  we  say  that 
such  teaching  is  not  from  God.  And  we  say 
this,  not  simply  because  reason  leads  to  this 
conclusion,  but  because  such  prayers  are  di- 
rectly contrary  to  the  express  command  of 
God.  When  He  sent  the  Jews  into  captivity 
to  Babylon,  he  did  not  tell  them  to  pray  that 
"  He  might  pour  out  his  wrath"  upon  that 
city,  and  much  less  to  "  satiate  the  clods  with 
the  blood"  of  its  inhabitants.  On  the  con- 
trary, he  said — 

*  See  Jost's  Geschichte,  vol  i.  70  and  153. 
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"  And  seek  the  peace  of  the  city  whither  I 
have  caused  you  to  be  carried  away  captives, 
and  pray  unto  the  Lord  for  it:  for  in  the 
peace  thereof  shall  ye  have  peace."  (Jerem. 
xxix.  7.)  Now  how  does  this  command  agree 
with  the  above  prayers  ?  Suppose  even  that 
the  rabbies  were  right,  and  that  Edom  does 
mean  Rome,  how  can  the  Jews  there  pray 
for  its  peace  and  for  its  utter  destruction  at 
the  same  time  ?  Those  prayers  are  utterly 
irreconcileable  with  this  command  of  God, 
and  therefore  furnish  another  proof  of  the 
error  as  well  as  the  intolerance  of  the  oral 
law.  This  was  the  object  which  we  had 
peculiarly  in  view.  We  do  not  wish  to 
burden  every  Israelite  in  Loudon  with  this 
intolerance.  Blany  are  perhaps  ignorant  that 
such  prayers  are  oiFered  in  the  synagogue — 
many  overlook  them  through  inattention,  and 
many  others  disapprove  of  them.  But  in 
those  who  do  know  and  disapprove,  it  is 
exceedingly  inconsistent  to  join  in  them,  or 
to  remain  silent.  The  spirit  of  these  prayers 
is  thus  countenanced,  and  the  intolerance 
handed  down  from  generation  to  generation. 
Children  go  to  the  synagogue,  and  hear  these 
prayers  ottered;  they  think  as  it  is  the  lan- 
guage of  prayer,  of  public  prayer,  of  the 
prayers  of  the  people  of  Israel,  it  must  be 
right.  What  other  conclusion  can  they  form  ? 
Thus  they  imbibe  the  same  spirit,  and  thus 
the  people  of  Israel  are  kept  in  bondage  to 
the  intolerance  of  by-gone  generations.  But 
some  will  say,  We  acknowledge  that  these 
prayers  are  contrary  to  the  Bible.  Re- 
member, then,  that  in  making  this  acknow- 
ledgment, you  admit  that  the  synagogue- 
yea,  the  whole  nation  of  the  Jews  has  been 
in  error  for  many  centuries.  And  if  the 
Jewish  nation  has  been  universally  mistaken 
upon  so  simple,  yet  essential,  a  point  of 
religion  as  true  charity,  it  is  highly  probable 
that  they  are  mistaken  on  other  poir.ts  too, 
especially  those  that  are  more  difficult  and 
less  obvious  to  human  reason.  But  above 
all,  remember  that  whilst  the  whole  system 
of  the  oral  law,  in  its  precepts  and  prayers, 
has  taught  you  to  curse  your  enemies,  Jesus 
of  Nazareth  has  taught  us  to  bless.  "  Ye 
have  heard  that  it  hath  been  said,  Thou 
shalt  love  thy  neighbour  and  hate  thine 
enemy  :  but  I  say  unto  you,  love  your  ene- 
mies, bless  them  that  curse  you,  do  good 
to  them  that  hate  you,  and  pray  for  them 


which  despitefuUy  use  you  and  persecute  you." 
(Matt.  v.  43,  44.)  ''  Bless  them  which  curse 
you,  bless  and  curse  not."  (Rom.  xii.  14.) 
But  some  Israelites  may  still  think  that  it 
is  unfair  to  judge  the  oral  law  by  this  one 
service  for  the  passover.  Such  an  one  we 
would  remind  of  the  blessing  of  the  Epi- 
cureans, as  it  is  called,  which  he  is  bound 
to  say — 

"  in  every  prayer,  every  day."  (Hilchoth 
T'phillah,  c.  ii.  2.) 

"nn^i>  i-3iD  rr^^^  ""Ciy  b'2^  mpn  "Tin  b^?  □^:'"2jbnbi 
nn«  niin  ^Tyy2.  mnm  Di''"'3Dm  ^my  mrro  ontm 

"  O  let  the  slanderers  have  no  hope  :  all 

the   wicked  be  annihilated  speedily,  and  all 

the  tyrants  be  cut  off  quickly  :  humble  thou 

them  quickly  in  our  days.     Blessed  art  thou, 

O  Lord,  who  destroyed  our  enemies."  (Daily 

j  Prayers,  fol.   36.)     Here  is    the  same  utter 

:  want  of  mercy.     No  desire  for  their  amend- 

i  ment,  no  prayer  for  their  conversion,  but  an 

t  invocation  of  sudden  wrath  and  destruction. 

I  And  this  the  synagogue  prescribes  not  on  its 

!  feasts  only,  but  every  day  ;  yea,  and   every 

j  time  of  prayer  is  to  be  marked  by  the  voice. 

I  of  malediction.     There  is  also  another  com- 

j  mand  relating  to  this  daily  malediction,  which 

j  illustrates  still  farther  the  spirit  of  the  oral 

law. 

nn\r)i  b^nn^  p^rra  s-i^  «bi  bni^i  m-'.CAr!  -ni!?  n^V^o 

I^Di-np'2''^'^  ^"'^"1^^  J^i"-  c^"" '  ^'^'^^  "'"'^  "'""^-'  ^^^ 
i^O'©  vnnn  in.^  mos^  td  «bi^  ib  p\"rao  p« 
:  "II  n^'n:  mD"i">p^c« 
"If  the  reader  in  the  synagogue  should 
make  a  mistake,  or  be  confused  and  not  know 
where  to  begin,  and  delay  for  an  hour,  then 
let  another  rise  up  in  his  stead.  But  if  he 
made  the  mistake  with  regard  to  the  blessing 
of  the  Epicureans,  he  is  not  to  be  waited  for, 
but  let  another  instantly  rije  up  in  his  stead, 
for  perhaps  he  is  infected  with  Epicureanism.'* 
(Ibid.  c.  x.  3.)  According  to  this  law,  if 
the  reader  go  wrong  in  invoking  a  blessing, 
or  offering  up  an  intercessory  prayer  for 
mercy,  such  a  petition  may  be  delayed  for  a 
whole  hour.  But  if  this  malediction  should 
be  the  place  of  his  mistake,  there  is  to  be  no 
delay  and  no  postponement.  If  the  reader 
cannot  offer  it  in  time,  another  is  to  rise  up 
immediately,  and  cry  to  heaven  for  a  curse. 
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We  have  just  considered  that  extraordinary 
command  of  the  oral  law  which  provides, 
that,  if  the  reader  in  the  synagogue  should 
make  a  mistake  in  reading  the  prayers,  the 
congregation  shall  wait  for  him  for  an  hour ; 
except  the  mistake  occur  in  cursing  the  Epi- 
cureans,  for  then  ^'  He  is  not  to  be  waited  for, 
but  let  another  instantly  rise  up  in  his  stead, 
for  he  is,  perhaps,  infected  with  Epicurean- 
ism." The  special  notie  of  this  case  is  as 
honourable  to  the  Jews  as  it  is  condemnatory 
of  the  oral  law.  It  would  appear  from  this 
that  such  mistakes  had  occurred.  Readers  in 
the  synagogues  have  sometimes  stumbled  and 
stammered  when  they  came  to  this  fearful 
malediction.  And  truly  we  are  not  surprised, 
if  a  man  of  piety,  acquainted  with  God's 
Word,  should  be  overwhelmed  in  publicly 
cursing  his  fellow-men,  and  be  unable  to  bring 
the  words  of  imprecation  over  his  lips.  The 
care,  which  the  scribes  took  to  legislate  for 
.^such  an  occurrence,  implies  an  honourable 
testimony  to  the  good  feeling  of  the  nation, 
though  it  strongly  marks  their  own  intolerance, 
and  forms  a  striking  contrast  to  the  spirit  in- 
culcated in  the  teaching  of  Jesus  of  Nazareth. 
When  his  disciples  asked  him  to  teach  them 
to  pray  he  taught  them  a  short  form  ;  but, 
short  as  it  was,  it  contained  the  petition, 
**  Forgive  us  our  trespasses  as  we  forgive 
them  that  trespass  against  us,"  and  was 
followed  by  this  admonition,  "  For  if  ye  for- 
give men  their  trespasses,  your  heavenly 
Father  will  also  forgive  you.  But  if  ye  for- 
give not  men  their  trespasses,  neither  will  your 
Father  forgive  your  trespasses."  (i\Iatt.  vi. 
14,  15.) 

The  intolerance,  which  we  have  noticed, 
proves  sufficiently  that  the  religious  ideas  of 
the  oral  law  have  not  been  drawn  from 
Moses  and  the  prophets ;  and  this  will  ap- 
pear still  further  from  the  absurd  legends 
which  are  alluded  to  in  the  prayers  of  the 
synagogue,  as  if  they  were  acknowledged 
verities.  In  the  Liturgy  for  the  feast  of  Pen- 
tecost,  which  is  now  approaching,  we  find 
more  than  one  such  allusion,  to  which  we 
would  most  earnestly  call  your  attention.  And 
first  of  all,  those  prayers  recognise  the  legend 
of  Leviathan  and  Behemoth.  In  the  morn- 
ing service  for  that  day  the  Jews  repeat  the 
following  words:  — 

piVi  nbibto  :  «mo"ixn  '©id  pmpbQT  pi  ni^ 
:  Nmnip  ini>i  yyc  '3  inn  im  •  ><moT  -nr:  iim 


'Vj>!>a  •'bzpb  p:  s-'^y  •  «mmi  mom  nj^n  'r^^:'^^p2 
pcD-i^  '  i<min  rrnnm  rrni  rfb  iip?2  :  xn"ni:i2 
xmoi;i  m!3i3i  ^2n  ^^i?  ^nnoa  :  s^mnuji  pn^  ^pn^^ 

;  i^ms'3  ^n  t'.^:  rr'TTt^iim  mo  -ion  •  xn^i-i 

Which    D.    Levi    thus    translates : "  He 

will  certainly  hestoxu  on  us  the  portion  which 
he  hath  promised  us  of  old.  The  sporting  of 
Leviathan  with  the  ox  of  the  high  mountains,* 
when  they  shall  approach  each  other  and  en- 
gage in  battle.  With  his  horn  he  thrusts  at 
the  mightiest  beasts,  but  the  Leviathan  will 
leap  towards  him  with  his  fins  and  great 
strength.  His  Creator  will  then  approach  him 
with  his  great  sword,  and  will  prepare  him 
for  an  entertainment  (or  a  banquet)  for  the 
righteous ;  who  will  be  seated  at  a  table 
formed  of  jasper  and  carbuncle,  with  a  river 
of  balm  flowing  before  them.  When  they 
will  delight  themselves  and  be  satiated  with 
the  bowls  of  wine  prepared  at  the  creation, 
and  reserved  in  the  wine-press."  In  this  por- 
tion of  the  Liturgy  of  the  synagogue,  there  is 
a  very  plain  reference  to  the  battle  between 
Behemoth  and  Leviathan.  The  felicity  of 
the  righteous  in  the  world  to  come  is  also 
described,  and  a  part  of  it  is  said  to  consist 
of  the  banquet,  which  God  will  prepare  for 
them  from  the  flesh  of  Leviathan,  when  he 
shall  have  killed  him.  It  is  true  that  D.  Levi 
has  the  following  note  on  this  banquet.  "  All 
this  is  to  be  understood  in  a  figurative  sense, 
and  by  no  means  literally,  as  several  Chris- 
tian commentators  have  done,  and  thus  cast 
undeserved  reproach  on  the  rabbinical 
writers."  But  he  has  neither  given  us  his 
authority,  nor  his  reasons  for  this  assertion ; 
nor  has  he  explained  the  meaning  of  the 
figure.  We  should  be  glad  to  know  what 
ninety-nine  out  of  every  hundred  Jews  under- 
stand when  they  hear  this  read  in  the  syna- 
gogue. What  do  they  understand  by  the 
name  Behemoth?  What  by  Leviathan?  What 
by  God's  killing  him  ?  What  by  preparing 
him  as  a  banquet  for  the  righteous  ?  But 
however  Jews  in  the  present  day  may  explain 
it  away,  there  can  be  little  doubt  how  the 
authors  of  this  hymn  and  the  Jews  of  old 
understood  it.  In  the  Talmud  we  have  the 
following  account  of  these  two  great  beasts:  — 
•iobir'2  'Y^i  \Dnpn  i^ii©  bD  n  io«  mm'  n  ion 

*  This  alludes  to  riioni-     See  Job,  xl.   15,  &c., 
D.  Levi. 
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pn^ps?  'TO  pi?i  nnn  ^m  p^i"?  r^.s  2t<-ii  nipi  n^i 

rrap:n:-im  -iDirr  nx  di^d  m'^prr  n^r  no  iVid  obiyn 
■i\L^«^':nrT  nx  :nm  '«ri>  xii"?  -i\ni^b  D'pnii'V  nn^oi 
Nbnb«i  DNia  nnp3i  ^37  r^''?x  n^rra  mnm  nt<i  n^n 
ni"prr  n\L>i?  no  ibiD  c'pirnbD  pnno  nib  m  jvpi3 
•  Kin"?  i\-irb  c'pn:^'?  nnot?T  n3p2np>:^i  n^n  d-i>o 

"R.  Judah  said,  Rav  said,  Every  thing 
that  God  created  in  this  world  he  created  male 
and  female.  And  thus  he  did  with  Levia- 
than the  piercing  serpent,  and  Leviathan  the 
crooked  serpent,  he  created  them  male  and 
female.  But  if  they  had  been  united,  they 
would  have  desolated  the  entire  world.  What 
then  did  the  Holy  One  do?  He  took  away 
the  strength  of  the  male  Leviathan,  and  slew 
the  female  and  salted  her  for  the  righteous 
for  the  time  to  come,  for  it  is  said,  '  And  he 
shall  slay  the  whale  (or  dragon)  that  is  in  the 
sea.*  (Isaiah  xxvii.  L)  In  like  manner  with 
regard  to  Behemoth  upon  a  thousand  moun- 
tains,  he  created  them  male  and  female,  but 
if  they  had  been  united  they  would  have  de- 
solated the  entire  world.  What  then  did  the 
Holy  One  do?  He  took  away  the  strength 
of  the  male  Behemoth,  and  made  the  female 
barren,  and  preserved  her  for  the  righteous 
for  the  time  to  come."_(Bava  Bathra,  fol. 
74,  col.  2.)  In  this  narrative  there  are  no 
marks  of  allegory.  The  creation  of  the  world 
is  not  an  allegory,  but  a  fact.  The  creating  of 
living  creatures  male  and  female  is  another 
fact.  The  weakening  of  the  male  and  the  salting 
of  the  female  to  prevent  the  desolation  of  the 
world  does  not  look  like  a  figure.  The  Jewish 
commentators  certainly  take  the  matter  very 
seriously,  and  speak  of  the  creation  of  Levi- 
athan, not  as  of  an  allegory,  but  as  of  a  real 
occurrence.  Thus  R.  Moses,  the  son  of 
Nachman,  in  his  commentary  on  the  words, 
"  And  God  made  great  whales,"  after  de- 
scribing the  great  size,  adds, — 

nil  pnb  xin  D>'?'n:in  D^D^inn  >3  "no«  i3\-ti2ti 
Drrn  -io«^t)  ^i«i  n^rr  xb  m  >:£o  'd  nt^Dw  «inb  Tn:>b 

«  And  our  rabbles  have  said  that  *  the  great 
whales'  mean  Leviathan  and  his  mate,  for 
God  created  them  male  and  female,  but  slew 
the  female,  and  salted  her  for  the  righteous  for 
the  time  to  come:  and  perhaps  this  is  the 
reason  why  the  words,  '  And  it  was  so,'  are 
not  added,  for  they  (the  race  of  leviathan)  did 
not  continue."  (Com.  in  Gen.  i.  21.)  From 
this  it  is  evident  that  the  famous  rabbi  knew 
nothing  of  an  allegory,  for  he  makes  this  legend 
the  reason  why  certain  words  used  after  the 
other  works  of  creation  are  not  here  applied.  In 
like  manner  Abarbancl  speaks  of  this  same 
pair  of  living  creatures  as  real,  and  as  possibly 
belonging  to  the  class  of  great  whales. 


2^n^2^n  "io^>'  inw  nnm  'pt'n  mnsn  bb^  cat 
D'y^n  Dno  t;''  ■•d  ce'^nno  n^ro  nnn  D\un  «ii^r 

N"m3  «>nnb  i^^'tm  «nyDD3  «3b'i><  «p  mn  «nn  «2d^ 
n  -3n3D  n^ibr  i««o:«  mpT  nn:»  bs-  is'nbn  n^b  N3nn 
«i"n3i  n^3:i  en  'rbin3i  ]D^3n^"i  pv^DT  «^n  «n^y3^ 
r3Tso  mn  f?  aiyo  xno'co  mm  ab  \s'"i  i^cnn''>^i 
'bixi  nvo«3  D^n  mv  nrn  a:j  1-120^  nn  «i?v3i  •  f} 
nvn  Ds*  vn  n?i^3  t3^m3-i  T>3vaj  i:m  n3"i  ■p^'^bv 
D'o^or-  Tii^n  nms^biDn^^  1:05?  '330  o'DiDibDnuj 
•  mn  c"ipD3  cnb  -piia  ;>xt  nosnno  nvios? 

"  But  if  the  Scripture  class  creeping  things  and 
fish  together,  then  this  verse  tells  us  that  God 
created  various  species,  for  some  of  them  are 
great  whales,  as  is  said  in  the  5th  chapter  of 
Bava  Bathra,  '  Rabbah  Bar  Bar  Channa  says, 
once  upon  a  time  we  were  sailing  in  a  ship, 
and  we  saw  that  fish  upon  whose  back  the 
sand  remains  and  rushes  grow  ;  we  thought  it 
was  terra  firma,  and  landed,  and  remained 
there  and  cooked.  But  when  the  fish's  back 
grew  warm,  he  turned  round,  and  if  the  ship 
had  not  been  at  hand  we  must  have  been 
drowned.'  They  that  go  down  to  the  sea  in 
ships  in  the  present  time  tell  similar  stories : 
and  perhaps  the  Leviathan  and  his  mate 
mentioned  by  our  rabbles  belonged  to  this 
species.  However  the  philosophers  of  the 
children  of  our  people  attribute  to  this 
chapter  matter  deeper  than  philosophy,  but 
which  we  do  not  want  in  this  place." 
(Com.  in  Gen.  i.  21.)  It  is  true  that  Abar- 
banel  here  distinctly  admits  the  existence  of 
mysteries  in  that  chapter  of  the  Talmud.  But 
it  is  equally  plain,  that  he  considered  the  Le- 
viathan, mentioned  by  the  rabbles,  not  as  an 
allegory  but  a  real  creation  ;  and  therefore  as- 
signed it  to  the  same  class  as  the  wonderful 
fish  seen  by  Bar  Bar  Channa,  unless  we  take 
his  words  as  a  sly  insinuation,  that  the  story 
of  Leviathan  is  about  as  true  as  that  narrated 
by  the  veracious  Rabbi. 

These  two  great  rabbles,  then,  did  not  take 
the  legend  of  Leviathan  figuratively,  and  we 
might  add  some  other  similar  testimonies,  but 
that  Behemoth  also  claims  a  share  of  our  at- 
tention, and  an  inquiry  into  his  nature  will 
contribute  evidence  to  the  same  effect,  that 
this  legend  was  not  taken  figuratively  but 
literally.  In  the  first  place  D.  Levi  himself 
refers  us  to  Job  xl.  15,  and  there  we  read, 
"  Behold  now  Behemoth,  which  I  made  with 
thee,  he  eateth  grass  like  an  ox."  Here  there 
certainly  is  no  allegory.  The  words  speak  of 
a  living  creature,  and  so  they  are  interpreted 
by  all  the  Jewish  commentators,  whom  we 
have  an  opportunity  of  consulting.  Ralbag 
says — 

:  p  lottj  tyn  bi^i  «in  'mon3 

"  Behemoth   is   an   animal,   and  that  is  his 
name."    (Com.  in  loc.)     Aben  Ezra  on  the 
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words,  "  Behold  now  Behemoth,  which  I  made 
with  thee,"  says— 

n:7Do  rvMj^  nvi;"3  j>«  nbnj  rrarti  dizj  'monn 

"  Behe?noth  is  the  name  of  a  great  beast.  In 
the  habitable  world  there  is  not  a  greater  than 
it.  The  reason  why  the  words  '•  zvUh  thee'' 
are  added  is,  that  it  is  a  land  animal,  and  at 
the  end  he  mentions  Leviathan,  v/hich  is  an 
animal  of  the  sea.  But  some  say  the  meaning 
of  '  with  thee '  is,  that  the  beasts  were  created 
on  the  same  day  with  the  first  Adam,  but  this 
interpretation  is  after  the  manner  of  a  drash." 
(Aben  Ezra  in  loc.)  This  passage  not  only 
gives  Aben  Ezra's  opinion  as  to  the  real 
existence  of  Behemoth,  but  shows  that  other 
commentators  to  whom  he  alludes  were  of  the 
same  mind.  Rashi  not  only  asserts  the  ex- 
istence, but  says  plainly,  Tni-b  pia  moni, 
"  Behemoth,  that  is  prepared  for  the  time  to 
come."  And  again,  in  his  Commentary  on 
Ps.  1.  10,  he  takes  the  words,  ^i^  n-^nn  mom, 
which  we  translate,  "  The  cattle  upon  a  thou- 
sand hills,"  as  referring  to  ''  Behemoth  upon 
a  thousand  hills  :''  and  says— 

Dnn  nb«  r\svi  xirrtj  ^^'^2?n  nT^rob  pinon  «in 

"  This  is  he  that  is  prepared  for  the  banquet 
of  the  time  to  come,  for  he  eats  up  the  pro- 
duce of  a  thousand  hills  in  one  day,  and  every 
day  they  grow  again."  The  context  of  these 
words  evidently  show  that  Rashi,  the  most 
popular,  and  the  most  read  of  all  the  Jewish 
commentators,  looked  for  a  real,  not  an  alle- 
gorical, feast  upon  the  flesh  of  the  Leviathan 
and  Behemoth.  The  preceding  and  following 
words  speak  not  of  allegorical,  but  of  real 
cattle  and  fowls.  According  to  Rashi,  the 
whole  passage  would  read  thus: — "I  will 
take  no  bullock  out  of  thy  house,  nor  he-goats 
out  of  thy  folds.  For  every  beast  of  the  forest 
is  mine,  and  Behemoth  upon  a  thousand  hills. 
I  know  all  the  fowls  of  the  mountain,"  &c. 
Here,  then,  Behemoth  is  introduced  amongst 
real  animals  all  fit  for  food,  so  that  it  is 
impossible  to  take  it  figuratively.  This  animal 
is  also  suitable  in  size  for  so  great  an  enter- 
tainment, he  consumes  the  produce  of  a  thou- 
sand mountains  every  day.  This  was  also  the 
opinion  of  Jonathan,  for  in  his  Targum  on  the 
fiftieth  Psalm  he  has  paraphrased  the  tenth 
verse  as  follows  : — 

"  For  every  beast  of  the  wood  is  mine,  and 
I  have  prepared  for  the  righteous  in  Paradise 
pure  cattle,  and  the  wild  ox,  that  feeds  every 
day  upon  a  thousand  mountains."  All  these 
testimonies  (and  many  more  might  be  added) 


plainly  prove,  that  the  Jews,  in  times  past, 
looked  for  a  real  and  substantial  feast  upon 
Leviathan  and  Behemoth ;  and  when  we  re- 
member that  the  commentary  of  Rashi  is  the 
first  that  is  put  into  the  hands  of  the  Jewish 
youth  all  over  the  world,  and  that  it  is  gene- 
rally regarded  as  almost,  if  not  altogether,  in- 
spired, it  is  easy  to  conclude  what  is  the 
opinion  of  the  great  majority  of  Jews,  even  in 
the  present  day,  as  to  this  entertainment. 
Maimonides,  indeed,  denies  that  there  will  be 
any  eating  and  drinking  in  the  world  to  come. 
He  says, — 

1172  □V'"'^^^  rn-OD:  ^ibi-?  rv•\:>^  r^y  ii  ^••«  ^<irr  DbiiTr 

"  In  the  world  to  come  there  is  neither  body 
nor  corporeality,  but  only  the  souls  of  the 
righteous  without  a  body,  like  the  ministering 
angels.  So  neither  is  there  eating  and  drink- 
ing." (Hilchoth  T'shuvah  c.  viii.  2.)  But 
this  is  a  solitary  opinion,  as  is  evident  from 
the  note  on  the  passage  by  Abraham  ben 
Dior,  who  says, — 

"  The  words  of  this  man  are,  in  my  eyes, 
very  near  to  those  of  him  who  says  that  there 
is  no  resurrection  to  the  body,  but  only  to  the 
soul ;  and  I  swear  by  my  life  that  this  was  not 
the  opinion  of  our  wise  men  of  blessed  me- 
mory." Indeed  Maimonides  himself  ac- 
knowledges, in  his  Commentary  upon  the 
Mishna,  that  the  majority  of  the  Jews  thought 
very  differently  of  the  world  to  come.  He 
then  enumerates  five  classes  of  opinions, 
amongst  which  one  is,  that  at  that  time  the 
earth  will  bring  forth  clothes  ready  made,  and 
bread  ready  baked  ;  but  in  every  one  of  the 
five,  good  eating  and  drinking  is  a  main  article. 
Of  the  fifth  class  he  says, — 
Lby2  rrb^rr  ■D'^yyar^  'mno  'r^rsr\  cm  n^-ij^tDn  ray 

mo^  bD  D^xni  vnn  in\un  d\u  V^ds^^t  pi-  p"?  T>iyy 

□bii> 
*' And  the  fifth  class  (and  they  are  numerous) 
include  all  these  things,  and  say  that  the  great 
hope  is,  that  JMessiah  shall  come  and  raise  the 
dead,  and  they  shall  be  gathered  into  Paradise, 
and  there  shall  eat  and  drink  and  be  in  good 
health  to  all  eternity."  (Sanhedrin,  fol.  119, 
col.  1.)  This  then  IVIaimonides  gives  as  the 
general  expectation  of  the  majority,  and  this 
expectation  exactly  agrees  with  the  above  de- 
scription of  the  feast  to  be  prepared  from 
Leviathan  and  Behemoth.  Wq  have,  there- 
fore, not  only  the  testimony  of  the  most  cele- 
brated rabbles  to  prove  that  this  feast  is  not 
allegorical  but  literal,  but  we  have  the  still 
stronger  evidence  of  the  general  expectations 
of  the  nation  as  enumerated  by  Maimonides. 
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D.  Levi  ought  therefore  to  have  said  that  he 
untlerstood  it  allegorically,  but  we  have  seen 
that  this  is  not  the  opinion  of  the  nation,  nor 
of  the  most  celebrated  rabbies.  We  are 
therefore  warranted  in  saying  that  the  prayers 
of  the  synagogue  not  only  consecrate  the  in- 
tolerance of  the  Talmud,  but  also  stamp  its 
absurd  legends  with  authority.  It  is  surely 
not  exceeding  the  bounds  of  soberness  and 
modesty  to  call  this  story  of  the  battle  between 
Leviathan  and  Behemoth,  and  the  feast  to  be 
prepared  of  their  flesh  and  the  salt  meat  of 
the  female  Leviathan,  an  absurd  legend. 
David  Levi  evidently  thought  it  was  such, 
and  was  therefore  glad  to  betake  himself  to 
allegory.  In  the  Bible  there  is  not  one  word 
about  the  killing  or  salting  of  the  female 
I^eviathan,  nor  about  the  capacious  stomach 
of  Behemoth,  which  requires  a  thousand 
mountains  daily  to  satisfy  it.  This  is  all  the 
pure  invention  of  the  rabbies,  and  we  ask  the 
Jews  whether  such  legends  form  fit  subjects 
for  the  prayers  or  praises  of  the  synagogue,  or 
whether  they  can  be  acceptable  in  the  eyes  of 
the  God  of  Israel  ?  We  do  not  mean  to  con- 
ceal  the  fact,  that  Christian  prayer-books  may 
be  found  with  legends  as  fabulous,  and  as  fool- 
ish. But  th^y  are  the  prayer-books  of  former 
generations,  or  of  those  who  still  adhere  to  the 
traditions  of  men.  With  them  we  have  no- 
thing to  do.  Three  hundred  years  have  now 
elapsed  since  our  forefathers  cleared  out  all 
such  follies.  But  the  Jewish  prayer-books 
still  remain  unchanged,  and  unless  the  Jews 
make  some  vigorous  effort,  the  legend  of 
Leviathan  and  Behemoth  will  be  read  with  all 
solemnity  in  the  synagogues  of  England  at 
the  coming  feast  of  Pentecost.  It  is  grievous 
to  think  that  that  nation  which  once  held  up 
the  torch  of  divine  truth  to  enlighten  the  world 
should  still  abide  in  the  darkness  and  super- 
stitions of  the  Talmud.  And  yet  this  is  be- 
yond all  doubt  the  condition  of  Israel,  so  long 
as  the  divine  authority  of  the  Talmud  is  re- 
cognised in  their  public  prayers.  Individuals 
may  say,  that  they  do  not  believe  in  its  follies, 
nor  cherish  its  intolerance,  but  this  cannot  be 
said  of  the  majority.  The  synagogue,  in  its 
public  worship,  still  pronounces  the  male- 
dictions, and  recites  the  legends  of  the  oral 
law,  and  thus  declares,  in  the  most  solemn 
manner  that  can  be  devised,  that  the  religion 
of  the  Talmud  is  the  religion  of  the  congre- 
gation.    A  mere  confession  of  faith  is  nothing 


to  such  a  declaration  as  this.  A  man  may  trifle 
with  his  fellow-men,  but  sentiments  addressed 
to  God  in  prayer  or  praise,  must  justly  be 
considered  as  the  language  of  the  heart. 

How  different  is  the  doctrine  of  the  New 
Testament.  There  all  these  monstrous  fables 
are  utterly  rejected;  there  is  not  even  an 
allusion  to  them.  Mahomet,  confessedly 
the  author  of  a  false  religion,  has  incorpo- 
rated not  a  few  of  the  Talmudic  legends  into 
the  Koran.  But  the  disciples  of  Jesus  of 
Nazareth,  though  they  lived  at  a  time  when 
the  patronisers  of  these  fables  had  power,  were 
altogether  preserved  from  such  absurdity. 
They  have  transmitted  no  such  distorted  view 
of  God's  dealings  in  creation,  nor  of  the  joys 
which  he  has  prepared  for  his  people  in  eter- 
nity. Their  doctrine  is,  that,  "  Known  unto 
God  are  all  his  works  from  the  beginning 
of  the  world."  (Acts  xv.  18.)  He  is  "  The 
Father  of  lights,  with  whom  is  no  variableness 
nor  shadow  of  turning."  (James  i.  17-)  They 
also  give  us  an  account  of  the  felicity  of  the 
blessed,  but  a  feast  upon  Leviathan  or  Behe- 
moth is  not  one  of  its  features.  "  Behold  the 
tabernacle  of  God  is  with  men,  and  he  will 
dwell  with  them,  and  they  shall  be  his  people, 
and  God  himself  shall  be  with  them  and  shall 
be  their  God.  And  God  sliall  w^ipe  away  all 
tears  from  their  eyes :  and  there  shall  be  no 
more  death,  neither  sorrow,  nor  crying ;  nei- 
ther shall  there  be  any  more  pain,  for  the 
former  things  are  passed  away."  (Rev.  xxi. 
3,  4.)  "  Beloved,  now  are  we  the  sons  of 
God,  and  it  doth  not  yet  appear  what  we  shall 
be;  but  we  know  that,  when  he  shall  appear, 
we  shall  be  like  him,  for  we  shall  see  him  as 
he  is."  (1  John  iii.  2.)  These  are  the  hopes 
and  expectations  which  that  body  of  Jews, 
who  rejected  the  oral  law,  have  taught  us  to 
entertain  and  to  cherish.  Yes,  brethren  of 
the  house  of  Israel,  our  hope  is  altogether 
Jewish.  We  do  not  mean  to  charge  upon 
"  the  peculiar  people  of  God"  the  folly  of 
the  Talmud.  Some  of  the  nation  forsook  the 
pure  Word  of  God,  and  adopted  the  doctrine 
of  an  oral  law.  The  natural  consequence  was, 
that  they  advanced  gradually  farther  and  far- 
ther in  the  mazes  of  error ;  and  there  all  their 
followers  continue.  But  we  never  forget  that 
it  was  another  portion  of  the  Jewish  nation 
which  taught  us  to  worship  the  true  and  living 
God.  Our  only  wish  is,  that  you  would  for- 
sake Jewish  error,  and  embrace  Jewish  truth. 


Luiidun  :— Sold  at  the  Loudon  Society's  Office,  16,  Exeter-liall,  Strand  ;  by  James  Duncan,  Paternoster- 
row  ;  and  B.  VVer(h(."im,  57,  Aldersgate-street.  This  publication  may  be  had  by  applying  at  No.  5, 
No.  7,  or  No.  13,  Palestine-place,  Bethnal  green. 
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That  the  traditions  of  the  Talmudists 
abound  with  the  most  absurd  and  incredible 
stories,  is  a  matter  of  notoriety.  But  when  a 
Talmudist  is  pressed  with  any  one  of  these, 
as  a  proof  tliat  the  oral  law  is  not  from  God, 
he  has  a  ready  answer.  It  is  an  allegory,  and 
contains  the  most  profound  and  mysterious 
wisdom.  It  would  be  very  easy  to  show  from 
the  books  printed  in  Jewish-German,  for  the 
edification  of  the  women  and  the  unlearned,  and 
where  the  legends  are  related  as  undoubted 
matter  of  fact,  that  this  is  a  mere  come-ofF. 
But  we  have  other  evidence  that  is  indisputable. 
The  liturgy  of  the  synagogue  alludes  to  many 
as  to  authentic  history,  and  we  would  not  be- 
lieve any  one  who  should  dare  to  assert,  that 
the  Rabbinists,  in  prayer,  utter  with  their  lips, 
what  they  do  not  believe  in  their  heart.  In 
*  the  pentecost  prayers,  from  which  we  have 
already  quoted,  we  find  allusion  to  an  anecdote 
recorded  of  Adam, 

rT\>v  rrnar  •  □':Dbn  t2'  po  mo  •  □'id^-vT!  ni\L> 

which  D.  Levi  thus  translates,  "  It  (the 
Sabbath-day)  is  the  end  of  all  work  above  and 
beneath  ;  it  is  accounted  the  seventh  among 
the  days  ;  the  first  convocation  of  seasons ; 
holy  to  the  Lord  of  hosts ;  a  glorious  holy 
Sabbath  to  those  who  rest  thereon  ;  it  re- 
deemed the  first  created  man  from  judgment ; 
he  chaunted  a  song,  and  appeased  the  wrath 
of  God."  (fol.  81.)  Here  two  important 
circumstances,  not  mentioned  by  Moses,  are 
alluded  to.  First,  that  the  Sabbath  redeemed 
Adam  from  judgment,  and  secondly,  that  his 
song  appeased  the  wrath  of  God.  They  are 
found  in  the  traditions  of  the  rabbles  at  full 
length,  and  are  related  as  follows  :— 

pi  p'ij^nrr  mt*  ddd:  niM?  i-ts-i  nvn  ms"»n  rici 
pb  mix  I'D^DDO"!  im«  ]"'D'?pQ  mMjn  '^xbo  vm  pr- 
'D«b!D  vm  i<:^n  ^-nj  na\!?  yvJ2  '"i\ro"«rrr  pi  pi'- 

3in  3ino  ab  rr^'^ioiTf  "a'  n^im  a^nbirn  ]n-\  v:^b  -rat^ 
TiDii  x'n  "m  Ti'CJ'np  «"in  t5  b'nno  nn«  'n  nbii-n 
'iDm  ims  \mp>i  'i"»i^n  qv  ni<  D'riia  'py^  td«3M) 
nnD  mx  n^^i  Drn:i  bv  'ri»D  mi^  b'2^2  niujrr  nv 


ujipi  nrijrr  n«  r^:l"\:r^  'j-ii  D^n"?  «*?  -rax  ni\D  V^ 
-I10TD  iQi43\D  ni^TTT  Dvb  ^'o^^^  r^wD  b^nnn  int-^ 
nn  Tinrart  nmx  'jxi'-mr'  '•n  •  niMjn  Dvb  tuj 

"  At  the  seventh  hour  of  the  day,  on  the 
eve  of  the  Sabbath,  the  first  Adam  was  intro- 
duced into  Paradise ;  and  the  ministering 
angels  were  engaged  in  lauding  and  intro- 
ducing him.  But  between  the  suns,  on  the 
eve  of  the  Sabbath,  he  was  driven  out,  and 
went  forth ;  and  the  ministering  angels  were 
calling  to  him,  and  saying,  '  Adam  being  in 
honour  abideth  not :  he  is  like  the  beasts  that 
perish.'  It  is  not  written,  '  like  a  beast  that 
perishes,*  but  '  like  the  beasts  that  perish  ;* 
i.  e.,  they  both.  The  Sabbath-day  came,  and 
became  an  advocate  for  the  first  Adam.  It 
said  bsfore  God,  Lord  of  the  world,  in  the  six 
days  of  the  creation,  nothing  in  the  world 
was  killed,  and  wilt  thou  begin  with  me  ? 
Is  this  my  sanctification,  and  is  this  my 
blessing,  as  it  is  said,  'And  God  blessed  the 
seventh  day,  and  sanctified  it.'  Therefore  by 
the  merit  of  the  Sabbath-day  Adam  was  de- 
livered from  the  judgment  of  hell;  and  when 
Adam  saw  the  power  of  the  Sabbath,  he  said, 
It  was  not  for  nothing,  that  the  Holy  One, 
blessed  be  He,  blessed  and  sanctified  it,  so  he 
began  singing  and  chanting  to  the  Sabbath- 
day,  as  it  is  said,  '  A  psalm  or  song  to  or  for 
the  Sabbath-day.'  (Ps.  xcii.  1.)  Rabbi  Ish- 
mael  says.  This  psalm  was  said  by  the  first 
Adam,  but  was  forgotten  in  all  the  genera, 
tions,  until  Moses  came  and  restored  it." 
(Pirke  Eleazar,  fol.  13,  col.  3.)  The  Yalkut 
Shimoni  gives  the  story  substantially  the 
same,  excepting  that  when  Adam  said,  "  A 
psalm  or  song  to  the  sabbath-day,"  the 
Sabbath  reproved  him,  and  said,  "  Dost  thou 
sing  hymns  to  me  ?  Come  and  let  us  both 
sing  hymns  to  the  Holy  One,  blessed  be  He, 
•It  is  a  good  thing  to  give  thanks  unto  the 
Lord.'  "  (Ps.  xcii.  1.)  This,  then,  is  the 
story  which  the  prayer-book  of  the  synagogue 
authenticates,  by  interweaving,  in  its  addresses 
to  the  God  of  Israel,  the  above-quoted  words 
concerning  the  Sabbath,  "  It  redeemed  the 
first  created  man  from  judgment;  he  chanted 
a  song,  and  appeased  the  wrath  of  God." 
From  first  to  last  it  bears  the  plain  marks  of 
mendacity.      It  misrepresents   the    merciful 
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character  of  God,  as  if  he  would  have  de- 1 
stroyed  Adam,  had  it  not  been  the  Sabbath- ' 
day.  It  ascribes  a  certain  degree  of  merit  to 
Adam,  who  had  been  guilty  of  the  most  in- 
excusable ingratitude  to  his  Divine  Bene- 
factor. And  it  directly  contradicts  the  narra- 
tive of  Moses,  who  ascribes  the  mercy  vouch- 
safed to  the  spontaneous  overflowings  of  the 
grace  of  God.  Besides  all  this,  it  is  perfectly 
ludicrous  to  imagine  that  Adam,  just  driven 
out  of  Paradise  for  his  disobedience,  with  the 
curse  of  the  Almighty  resting  upon  him, 
goaded  by  the  pangs  of  a  guilty  conscience, 
and  his  whole  frame  undergoing  the  mighty 
transition  from  immortality  to  corruption — it 
is  perfectly  ludicrous  to  imagine  that  he  could 
be  in  a  fit  mood  to  sit  down  and  compose  a 
poem.  Indeed  the  rabbles  themselves  have 
not  left  this  story  a  fair  appearance  of  credi- 
bility, for  on  the  very  same  page  of  the 
Yalkut,  where  this  origin  of  the  ninety-second 
Psalm  is  described,  another  equally  veracious 
incident,  in  the  life  of  Adam,  is  assigned  as 
the  occasion  of  its  composition. 

n>D  i>-!V  ^n"n  xbi  niTcn  b\D  nnD  bnjj  «in  -p  i^i^ 
•  mora  nnxT  iTa^isnn  m«  nor 

'*  Rabbi  Levi  says,  this  hymn  was  said  by 
the  first  Adam.  Adam  happened  to  meet 
Cain,  and  said  to  him,  What  has  been  done  in 
the  matter  of  thy  judgment?  He  replied,  I 
have  repented,  and  been  reconciled.  Adam 
began  to  strike  his  forehead  with  his  hand, 
and  said,  So  great  is  the  power  of  repentance, 
and  I  did  not  know  it!  Immediately  the 
first  Adam  stood,  and  said  this  Psalm." 
Thus,  on  the  showing  of  the  traditions  them- 
selves,  this  legend,  formally  adopted  in  the 
prayers  of  the  synagogue,  is  a  falsehood.  Can 
this  be  acceptable  worship  ?  Is  it  reasonable 
worship  ?  Is  the  legend  itself,  in  any  of  its 
features,  worthy  of  that  great  people,  that  re- 
ceived the  law  of  God  at  Sinai  ?  This  is  the 
religion  of  the  High-priests  and  Pharisees  who 
rejected  Jesus  of  Nazareth,  and  this  the 
wisdom  of  those  who  condemned  Him,  and 
that  fully  accounts  for  their  conduct.  Men, 
who  had  let  loose  their  imaginations  into  the 
regions  of  romance  and  fiction,  were  not  likely 
to  love  the  sober  truth  inculcated  by  Jesus  and 
his  disciples.  Their  appetites  were  vitiated, 
and  they  were  not  satisfied  with  the  unadorned 
narrative  of  Moses.  They  had  lost  all  relish 
for  the  simple  majesty  of  the  "  oracles  of 
God."  We  appeal  to  the  native  acuteness, 
and  unsophisticated  feeling  of  every  right- 
minded  Jew,  and  ask  whether  it  is  not  a 
melancholy  spectacle  to  behold  the  wise  men 
of  Israel  thus  trifling  with  the  sin  of  Adam, 
that  sad  event,  the  source  of  all  our  woes  ? 


Very  different  is  the  tone  in  which  the  New 
Testament  speaks  both  of  it,  and  of  the  mind 
of  God  in  reference  to  it.  "  Wherefore,  as 
by  one  man  sin  entered  into  the  world,  and 
death  by  sin  ;  and  so  death  passed  upon  all 
men,  for  that  all  have  sinned  :  For  until  the 
law  sin  was  in  the  world ;  but  sin  is  not  im- 
puted when  there  is  no  law.  Nevertheless, 
death  reigned  from  Adam  to  IMoses,  even 
over  them  that  had  not  sinned  after  the 
similitude  of  Adam's  transgression,  who  is 
the  figure  of  Him  that  was  to  come.  But  not 
as  the  offence,  so  also  is  the  free  gift.  For  if, 
through  the  offence  of  one  many  be  dead, 
much  more  the  grace  of  God,  and  the  gift  by 
grace,  which  is  by  one  man,  Jesus  Christ, 
hath  abounded  unto  many."  (Romans 
V.  12  —  15.)  But  whatever  the  Jews  may 
think  of  the  New  Testament  representation, 
we  have  here  shown  that  their  liturgy  con- 
tains an  absurd  legend,  borrowed  from  tra- 
dition ages  ago,  and  which  remains  there  to 
this  day.  But,  alas !  the  very  next  sentence 
of  the  prayer,  from  which  we  have  quoted, 
contains  two  more. 

Tnn3  i^ni«!J'  -iv^3  •  t2'2±  n«  p  l■$b^  m^b  nnvD 

x"?  ni  nx  ni^n  •  D^^ii'-ao  ni  in  xb  I'Di-iD  •  c^ioip 

"  It  (the  Sabbath)  is  noted  as  a  sign  and  a 
witness  between  the  lieavenly  Father  and  his 
children  :  observe  its  removals,  as  taught  by 
the  wise  men,  not  to  bring  out  a  load  from 
within ;  death  is  pronounced  against  those 
that  profane  it,  either  by  excision  or  stoned 
with  stones ;  by  the  manna  it  was  well  known 
unto  thee  in  ancient  days,  for  on  the  Sabbath 
that  food  did  not  descend;  the  necromancers 
were  not  answered  on  it ;  remember  that  on  it 
the  incomprehens'ihle  riverf>  lesfeih."  Amongst 
the  other  honours  of  the  Sabbath-day,  and  tlie 
other  testimonies  to  its  sacredness,  this  prayer 
recounts  two  miracles.  The  one,  that  necro- 
mancers could  not  bring  up  the  dead  on  that 
day ;  the  other,  the  weekly  Sabbatarian  rest 
of  the  river  Sambation.  The  first  of  these 
miracles  has  been  left  by  D.  Levi  without 
notice  or  explanation.  He  thought,  perhaps, 
that  it  would  not  do  in  English.  But  to  the 
second,  the  resting  "  of  the  incomprehensible 
river*"  he  has  attached  the  following  note. 

"*  This  denotes  the  river  >v'lD20Dj  said  to 
rest  on  the  Sabbath  from  throwing  up  stenes, 
&.C.  which  it  does  all  the  week.  See  Sanhedrin, 
fol.  Ixv.  2;  Yalkut  on  Isaiah,  fol.  Hi.  1; 
Pesikta,  Tanchuma,  sect,  xcn  O-  See  also 
Shalsheleth  Hakkabala,  and  Juchsin." 

D.  Levi  himself  thus  acknowledges,  that 
no  allegory  is  here  intended,  but  that  the 
Jews  do  really  beiicvc  that  there  is  a  river 
that  throws  up  stoncb  all  the  week,  and  rests 
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on  the  Sabbath-day.  Many  and  various  are 
the  accounts  which  the  rabbies  give  of  it,  but 
we  shall  coniine  ourselves  to  one  or  other  of 
D.  Levi's  references,  which  also  throw  light 
upon  the  subject  of  the  necromancers. 

-in«  3?"-i  n«  rinn  didii  Dioivii  bs't?  n  n"?«tD  f]^?"i 

'  ni\E»i  I'OJi''  nbi-o  i^xu?  n^DV  V2«  b^  rap 

"  Turnus  Rufus,  the  wicked,  also  proposed 
this  question  to  R.  Akiva,  saying,  Why  is  the 
Sabbath-day  better  than  other  days  ?  He  re- 
plied, Why  art  thou  greater  than  other  men  ? 
He  answered,  So  is  the  will  of  my  Master. 
The  rabbi  said,  So  is  it  with  the  Sabbath, 
such  is  the  will  of  God.  Turnus  Rufus  said. 
But  I  mean  to  say,  who  will  prove  to  me  that 
this  day  is  the  Sabbath-day?  The  rabbi 
answered,  The  river  Sambation  will  prove  this; 
—a  necromancer  will  prove  this; — the  grave 
of  thy  father  will  prove  this,  for  the  smoke 
does  not  ascend  from  it  on  the  Sabbath." 
(Sanhed.  fol.  65,  col.  2.)  In  his  commentary 
upon  this  passage,  Rashi  says  of  the  Sambation, 

"ibim  f)pw  nixon  r\^yy  "j^n  d*33«  bsD  nnx  ins 
•  n3i  '^piu:  nn-cn  cvn 

"The  Sambation  is  a  certain  river  of 
stones,  which  rolls  along  all  the  days  of  the 
week,  but  on  the  Sabbath-day  it  is  perfectly 
still."  He  also  explains  to  us  what  is  meant 
by  the  smoke  not  ascending  from  the  grave  on 
the  Sabbath-day,  in  the  following  note  : 
nbj^D  n>rT  nsujn  mn^  bs  diedi-i  disitot  rax  bxD  i-iap 

•  ]''n2W  Dsn'j  '5?^>iD  ni-cn  ^^v:^  piD  n>n\D  i'^^ 

"  On  all  the  other  days  of  the  year  a  smoke 
ascended  from  the  grave  of  the  father  of 
Turnus  Rufus,  for  he  was  suffering  the  judg- 
ment of  burning,  but  on  the  Sabbath-day,  the 
sinners  in  hell  have  rest."  Whether  Turnus 
Rufus  saw  the  smoke  or  not,  the  Talmud  does 
not  inform  us,  but  the  Bereshith  Rabba, 
another  work  of  equal  credibility  in  such 
matters  of  fact,  tells  the  story  a  little  more  at 
length,  and  informs  us  that  he  was  not  satis- 
fied with  the  argument  drawn  from  the  river 
Sambation.  R.  Akiva  therefore  advised  him 
to  cite  his  father  from  the  dead  on  the  Sabbath 
and  the  other  days,  and  that  this  experiment 
would  convince  him.  To  this  Turnus  Rufus 
consented,  and  the  results  are  described  in  the 
following  words : — 

sniuj  ini  •  pbD  ab  «nn\r)a"i  •  xna'CT  «nv  "73  pboi 
mn>   riMirn^N  nn^Q-i  p  «i^<  rvb  id«  n^c^ 
'  r\''b^  «b  niMJ"!  ni^z^n  m)D'  b'2  n^bi?  nn  '•DSn  •  t^nnnx 
•  iDi2'i2  Dibi^x  ni^rrr  n«  -toM^D  is'^'o  'o  "j^  V'« 


"  His  father  came  up  every  day  of  the 
week,  but  on  the  Sabbath-day  he  did  not  come 
up.  On  the  first  day  of  the  week  he  brought 
him  up  again,  and  said  to  him.  Father,  hast 
thou  been  made  a  Jew  since  thy  death  ?  why 
is  it  that  thou  comest  up  on  all  the  other 
days  of  the  week,  but  not  on  Sabbath  ? 
He  replied,  Whosoever  will  not  keep  the 
Sabbath  voluntarily  in  your  world,  must  keep 
it  here  in  spite  of  himself.  He  then  said,  Father, 
have  you  then  got  work  on  the  other  days  of 
the  week,  and  rest  on  the  Sabbath  ?  The 
father  replied.  On  the  other  days  of  the  week 
we  are  judged,  but  on  the  Sabbath  we  are  at 
rest."  (Bereshith  Rabba,  fol.  9,  col.  4.)  Such 
are  the  legends  which  the  Jewish  Prayer- 
book,  on  the  solemn  feast  of  Pentecost, 
stamps  with  all  the  authority  of  authentic 
history.  Is  it  necessary  to  prove  to  the  Jews 
of  England  that  both  these  stories  are  utterly 
untrue  ?  Is  it  necessary  to  say,  that  there  is 
not,  and  never  was,  such  a  river  as  the  Sam- 
bation ?  Within  a  century  the  world  has 
been  explored  in  every  direction.  From 
Cooke  to  Kotzebue  the  globe  has  been  many 
times  circumnavigated,  but  none  has  brought 
us  any  tidings  of  the  Sambation.  Since  the 
times  of  Benjamin  of  Tudela,  and  Abraham 
Peritsol,  there  has  been  a  host  of  adventurous 
travellers,  but  none  had  the  luck  to  behold  the 
miraculous  torrent  of  the  Sambation.  In  this  very 
city  Jews  are  occasionally  found  from  every  part 
of  the  world,  but  from  the  banks  of  the  Sam- 
bation  no  messenger  has  yet  arrived.  The 
whole  account  is  a  fiction,  and  is  unworthy  of 
a  place  in  the  prayers  of  the  Jev/s  of  England. 
The  same  may  be  said  of  the  necromancers, 
who  obtain  no  answer  on  the  Sabbath-day. 
It  is  nothing  more  than  a  clever  fiction.  By  the 
law  of  Moses  necromancy  is  forbidden  to  the 
Jews,  and  therefore  the  inventor  well  knew 
that  no  pious  Jew  would  ever  make  the  ex- 
periment, either  on  the  Sabbath  or  the  other 
days.  The  story  of  Turnus  Rufus,  and  his 
father,  as  told  in  the  Bereshith  Rabba,  is 
plainly  contrary,  even  to  the  assertions  of  the 
oral  law  itself.  The  father  is  made  to  say, 
"  Whosoever  will  not  keep  the  Sabbath  volun- 
tarily in  your  world,  must  keep  it  here,  in 
spite  of  himself ;"  which  implies  that  ail,  who 
do  not  keep  the  Jewish  Sabbath,  must  be 
punished  in  the  flames  of  hell ;  whereas  the 
oral  law  says  that  the  observance  of  the  Sab- 
bath is  not  required  of  the  sons  of  Noah. 
When  this  prayer  was  introduced  into  the 
liturgy  of  the  synagogue  we  know  not,  but 
there  it  now  stands,  and  in  one  short  para- 
graph contains  three  downright  falsehoods. 
David  Levi  himself  points  us  to  R.  Akiva  as 
the  author  of  the  last  two  ;  and  accordingly 
the  Talmud  records  the  original  reference  to 
the  business  of  the  necromancers  and  the 
river  Sambation,  as  proceeding  from  the  mouth 
of  that  great  Rabbi.    This  brings  us  back  to 
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the  time  immediately  succeeding  the  rejection 
of  Jesus  of  Nazareth,  and  shows  us  the  super- 
stition  and  the   falsehood  of  those  who  re- 
jected him.     Either  R.  Akiva  invented  these 
tilings  himself,  and  then  he  is  guilty  of  deli- 
berate falsehood,  or  he  received  these  accounts 
from  others  who  went  before  him,  and  then  he 
was  a  superstitious  man,  and  the  guilt  of  in- 
venting falsehood  is  thrown  back  on  tl;e  earlier 
rabbies.     What  is  to  be  thought  then  of  the 
wisdom  of  those  men  who  were  weak  enough 
to  believe,   or  wicked  enough  to  invent  such 
absurd  fables  ?     Yet  these  are  the  men  who 
opposed  Christianity,  and  this  is  the  system 
which  a  large  portion  of  the  Jewish  nation 
has   preferred    for    I7OO    years.      That    the  j 
Rabbinical  Jews  have  firmly  believed  these 
legends  is  plain.     They  occur  in  the  Talmud, 
whose  authority  is  regarded  as  divine.     They 
are  repeated  L7  Rashi,  Ramban,  Bechai,  and 
a  whole  host  of  the  most   esteemed  Jewish 
writers.       They  have  formed  a  part  of  the 
synagogue  service  for  centuries,  and  are  still 
found  in   the    prayer-books   of  the   English 
Jews,  to  testify  that  they  are  not  yet  emanci- 
pated from  the  chains  of  superstition.    If  they 
had  been,  if  any  considerable  number  of  Jews 
had  been  convinced  of  the  falsehood  of  these 
stories,  they  would  never  have  sutFered  them 
to   remain   in   the  worship  of  God.       It  is 
utterly  impossible  to  suppose  that  men  would 
sanction  the  solemn  propagation  of  falsehood, 
and  yet  whenever  the  Pentecost  prayers  are 
read  or  printed,  there  the  fables  of  Behemoth 
and    Leviathan,    Adam    and    the    Sabbath, 
Turnus     Rufus    and    the     Sambation,     are 
solemnly  accredited  to  the  world  as  worthy  of 
all  belief  and  honour.     The  fact   that  they 
constitute   a   part    of   a    solemn    address   to 
Almighty  God,  and  that  not  from  an  indivi- 
dual,  but  from  the  congregation  of  Israel, 
gives  them  a  sanction  that  nothing  else  could 
confer.       The   foreign   Jew    who    comes    to 
England   from  some  country  where  there  is 
not  so  much  light,  might,  if  he  found  such 
fables  struck  out  of  the  English  synagogue 
service,  obtain  a  little  light,  and  go  back  to 
his  countrymen  with  the  news,  that  the  en- 
lightened English  Jews  have  rejected  all  these 
absurdities;  and  thus  the  moral  emancipation 
of  the  nation  might  be  prepared  throughout 
the  world.      But  no;   the  superstitious  Tal- 
mudist  from  Turkey,  or  from  Barbary,  or  the 
North,  arrives  in  England,   goes  to  the  syna- 
gogue, and  finds  the  same   fables    and   the 
same   superstitions   that   he   had   learned  in 


his  less  favoured  native  land,  and  returns 
as  he  came.  Perhaps  he  takes  with  him  a 
copy  of  the  synagogue  prayers,  printed  in 
London,  and  exhibits  to  his  countrymen  Be- 
hemoth and  Ijeviathan,  the  necromancers  and 
the  Sambation,  adorned  with  all  the  beauty 
of  English  printing,  paper,  and  binding. 
There  is  surely  a  great  and  solemn  respon- 
sibility resting  on  those  Israelites  who  do  not 
believe  these  fables,  to  protest  against  their 
admission  into  the  prayers  of  the  Synagogue. 
The  honour  of  the  nation,  the  welfare  of 
their  brethren,  and  the  glory  of  God,  all  call 
for  such  a  public  protestation.  The  Jewish 
nation  is  a  great  and  intellectual  people, 
highly  gifted  by  God  with  those  powers  that 
adorn  and  dignify  humanity.  But  this  is  not 
the  estimate  formed  by  the  world  at  large. 
Why  not  ?  Because  the  world  at  large 
knows  only  the  fables  and  absurdities  of  the 
Talmud,  but  is  ignorant  of  the  real  monu- 
ments of  Jewish  genius.  W^hat  can  be  said 
then  by  an  advocate  for  the  Jews,  to  one  who 
holds  the  Jewish  mind  cheap  ?  All  argu- 
ments will  prove  powerless  as  long  as  these 
instances  of  superstition  and  folly  are  contained 
in  the  Jewish  prayers.  The  objector  will 
still  point  to  them,  and  say,  If  you  want  to 
know  what  men  really  believe,  do  not  look  at 
their  controversial  works,  or  their  t.pologetic 
writings,  but  examine  their  prayer-book. 
Consider  not  what  they  say  to  man,  but  listen 
to  what  they  say  to  God.  There  they  are 
sincere.  What  can  we  answer  to  tliis  argu- 
ment ?  Can  we  say  that  all  the  follies  and 
intolerance  of  former  generations  are  ex- 
punged ?  No,  whether  from  love  or  from 
listlessness,  there  they  abide  to  this  day. 

But  the  honour  of  the  nation  is  but  of 
small  weight  compared  with  its  spiritual  and 
temporal  prosperity.  The  English  Jews 
inight,  by  erasing  all  such  passages,  and 
thoroughly  reforming  their  prayer-book,  prove 
a  blessing  to  their  brethren  scattered  through 
the  world.  Do  the  intelligent  and  enlightened 
part  of  the  nation  really  wish  to  raise  their 
brethren  in  the  moral  scale  ?  It  must  be  done 
by  purifying  their  religious  notions.  There 
is  an  inseparable  bond  of  union  between  reli- 
gion and  moral  virtue.  Superstition  degrades 
and  enfeebles  the  mind.  But  zeal  tor  the  glory 
of  God  calls  still  more  loudly  upon  every  de- 
vout Israelite  to  vindicate  the  honour  of  that 
revelation,  which  God  consigned  to  their  care, 
and  which  is  obscured  by  these  fabulous 
additions. 
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One  of  the  most  glorious  circumstances  in 
the  national  history  of  Israel,  as  well  as  one 
of  the  most  extraordinary  facts  in  the  records 
of  mankind,  is  the  descent  of  the  Ivord  God 
upon  Mount  Sinai  to  proclaim  the  law.  Glo- 
rious  it  is  for  Israel,  for  never  did  nation  hear 
the  voice  of  the  Lord,  speaking  out  of  the 
midst  of  the  fire,  as  Israel  heard.  The  display 
of  God's  grace  and  favour  is  the  glory  of  his 
people,  and  here  they  were  both  displayed  pre- 
eminently. The  grandeur  and  awfulness  of 
the  scene  we  cannot  now  enter  upon,  except 
to  remark,  that  the  grandeur  of  the  reality  is 
equalled  by  the  dignity  of  the  narrative,  which 
Moses  has  left  us  in  the  xixth  and  xxth  chap- 
ters of  Exodus.  None  but  an  inspired  histo- 
rian  could  have  treated  an  event,  so  honourable 
to  his  nation,  with  such  majestic  simplicity. 
The  style  and  tone  furnish  an  irresistible  evi- 
dence to  the  truth  of  the  relation.  And  perhaps 
this  evidence  is  much  strengthened  by  the 
contrast  presented  in  the  writings  of  the  rab- 
bles. There  is  no  part  of  the  Scripture  history 
which  they  have  more  amplified  by  addi- 
tions of  their  own  ;  as  plainly  stamped  with 
falsehood,  as  the  other  with  truth.  We  have 
here  a  wide  field  before  us,  but  shall  confine 
ourselves  to  those  legends,  which  are  authen- 
ticated in  the  synagogue  prayers  for  the  anni- 
versary of  that  great  event.  In  the  morning 
service  for  the  second  day  is  found  an  account 
of  the  giving  of  the  law,  in  which  the  following 
wonderful  passage  occurs : — 

on'V^  n'T::i  ^b-^  •  nnri  Di^n^<  v-\^p  mj^i!? 
:  nn?D'«i  nioDi  ^b2p  rtDTii?  •  ncci 
"  Dread  seized  the  holy  hosts,  when  thou 
didst  turn  the  mountain  over  them  as  a  tub  : 
they  received  the  pure  law  with  fear  and 
tremor."  (D.  Levi's  Pentecost  Prayers,  fol. 
150.)  Here  is  a  circumstance  in  the  giving 
of  the  law,  which  few  readers  of  the  Penta- 
teuch will  remember.  All  will  grant  that  to 
see  Mount  Sinai  hanging  over  them,  like  a 
tub  or  an  extinguisher,  was  a  very  dreadful 
sight,  if  it  really  happened.  But  surely  every 
reasonable  Israelite  will  inquire  upon  what 
evidence  it  rests  ?  In  all  the  previous  history 
God  appears  as  a  merciful  Father,  visiting 
his  children  in  their  affliction,  redeeming  them 
from  bondage,  and  exhibiting  miracle  after 
miracle  as  their  safety  or  their  necessity  re- 
quired ;  how  is  it,  then,  that  He  appears  so 


suddenly  in  the  character  of  a  tyrant  or  a 
destroyer,  ready  to  drop  the  mighty  mountain 
upon  the  heads  of  his  people,  and  cover  them 
up  for  ever  under  the  rocky  mass  ?  Moses 
throws  no  light  upon  the  subject.  The  oral 
law,  the  Talmud  must  explain  the  mystery. 
«Dn  "Q  «Qn  -a  'loni^  y'«  -inn  n^nnni  ini*\n*i 
cnb  'OKI  n^3>:3  nnn  n^<  rirvb>j  r^fipn  no^uj  iq^q 
«nn  nxD  MJh  CXI  Tz^y2  n-nnn  o^po  cn«  d« 
nm  N2?no  ^x5o  2pT  '11  j^n«  m  'o«  D3n-nip 

"  And  they  stood  at  the  nether  part  of  the 
mountain  (or  beneath  the  mountain).    (Exod. 
xix.  17.)    R.  Avdimi,  the  son  of  Chama,  the 
son  of  Chasa,  says,  These  words  teach  us  that 
the  Holy  One,  blessed  be   He,    turned  the 
mountain  over  them  like  a  tub,  and  said  to 
them,  If  ye  will  receive  the  law,  well ;  but  if 
not,  there  shall   be  your  grave.      R.  Acha, 
the  son  of  R.  Jacob,  says.  This  is   a  great 
confession  for  the  law."  (Shabbath,  fol.  88,  1.) 
From  this  extract  it  appears  that  the  whole 
foundation  of  the  fable  is  a  sort  of  pun  upon 
the  words -inn n^nnm"  beneath  the  mountain," 
or  as  the  English  translators  rightly  have  it, 
"  at  the  nether  part  of  the  mountain."     R. 
Avdimi  thought  that  these  words  meant,  as 
Rashi  says,  '^'O'O  inn  nnn  "  under  the  moun- 
tain in  the  strictest  sense  of  the  words."    But 
then  the  puzzle  was  how  the  Israelites  got  into 
that  situation.  R.  Avdimi's  imagination  sup- 
plied the  rest.     But  in  the   first   place   the 
word    n^nnn  occurs  often    enough    ia    both 
the  singular  and  plural,   but  never  has   this 
signification.     In  the  second  place  this  fable 
directly  contradicts  the  Mosaic  account.    God 
had  already  sent  notice  to  inform  the  people  of 
the  giving  of  the  law,   and  they  had  replied 
"  All  that  the  Lord  hath  spoken  we  will  do.'* 
(V.  8.)     In  the  third  place,   if  the  mountain 
was  turned   over  them  like  a  tub,  how  did 
Moses  get  up  to  the  top,   and  what  neces- 
sity was  there  for  the  command,  "  Go  down 
charge  the  people  lest  they  break  through  ?'' 
&c.     (V.  21.)     And,   lastly,  if  the  law  was 
forced   upon  the  Israelites  contrary  to  their 
wish,  cannot  they  make  this  an  apology  for 
disobedience  ?     Is  not  this   what  R.   Acha, 
the  son  of  Jacob,  actually  does,  when  he  says, 
'■'  This  is  a  great  confession   for  the  law  ?" 
So  at  least  Rashi  explains  his  v."ords. 


"  A  great  confession,  for  if  he  call  them  to 
judgment,  saying,  Why  have  ye  not  kept  that 
which  ye  took  upon  yourselves,  they  have  an 
answer,  that  they  were  forced  to  receive  it." 
(Rashi  Comment,  in  loc.)  And  this  fable, 
contrary  to  the  narrative  of  Moses,  derogatory 
to  the  mercy  of  God,  and  subversive  of  the 
principle  of  human  responsibility,  the  rabbies 
have  introduced  into  the  prayers  of  the  syna- 
gogue, and  there  it  still  stands  as  an  evidence 
of  the  absence  of  God's  Spirit  from  those,  who 
rejected  Jesus  of  Nazareth,  and  imposed  the 
oral  law  upon  Israel.  But  this  want  of  wis- 
dom appears  not  only  in  the  nature  of  the  ad- 
ditions, which  they  have  made  to  the  Word  of 
God,  but  also  in  the  conflicting  statements 
which  these  additions  contain.  In  the  legend, 
just  given,  Israel  is  represented  as  having  been 
unwilling  to  receive  the  law,  and  yet  in  the 
morning  service  for  the  first  day  of  Pentecost, 
we  have  an  allusion  to  another  legend,  which 
describes  the  great  reward  bestowed  upon 
them,  because  they  received  it  with  such  a 
ready  mind. 

'  iQnpn  yrD'iDib  nm''2"i  •  "iQ'b!?  mm  bir  r>2p  on 
"^^Vi  '^'Q^  rnxDn^  ni  r^pl•2^  •  io3  n'i)5?3 1'-o^^  mio 

*'  They  willingly  took  the  yoke  of  his  law 
upon  them,  and  caused  the  expression.  We 
will  do,  to  precede  '  We  will  hearken  ;'  before 
they  heard  it  they  said,  '  We  will  do,'  and 
which  was  accounted  for  righteousness  to 
them ;  and  they  were  dignified  with  two 
crowns  ;  and  rendered  awful  with  the  sove- 
reignty  of  the  priesthood,  and  the  Levitical  in- 
stitution." (Pentecost  Prayers,  fol.  80.)  At 
first  sight  it  would  appear  as  if  this  were  a 
mere  figurative  expression  to  denote  either  the 
priesthood  and  the  levitical  institution,  or  the 
monarchy  and  the  priesthood.  But  then  a 
difficulty  occurs  why  are  only  two  crowns 
mentioned  ?  Every  one  knows  that  in  a  figu- 
rative sense  the  oral  lav/  says  that  Israel  is 
crowned  with  three  crowns,  as  it  is  said, 

7iTi7T2  '^T)'2^  rmn  tid  bi^iM)'  tddd  onriD  ©buja 

"  Israel  is  crowned  with  three  crowns,  the 
crown  of  the  law,  and  the  crown  of  the  priest- 
hood,andthe  crown  of  the  kingdom."  (Ililchoth 
Talmud  Torah,  chap.  iii.  I.)  Why  then 
does  this  prayer  only  mention  two  ?  It.  is 
because  it  refers  to  a  totally  different  circum- 
stance. The  number  of  the  crowns,  and  the 
reason  assigned  for  their  bestowal,  "  because 
they  caused  the  expression  '  We  will  do,'  to 
precede  '  We  will  hearken,'  "  both  identify  the 
allusion  as  being  made  to  the  following  Tal- 
mudic  legend : — 


m^TD  iy:>2  irtxi  nu?!":  n:3D  nns  cnns  ■•dmj  ^h 

:  yr\n 

"In  the  hour  when  Israel  caused,  '  We 
will  do,'  to  precede  '  We  will  hearken,' 
there  came  six  hundred  thousand  ministering 
angels,  one  to  each  Israelite,  and  invested  him 
with  two  crowns,  one  answering  to  '  We  will 
do;'  and  the  second  answering  to  '  We  will 
hearken.'  But  when  Israel  sinned,  there 
descended  twelve  hundred  thousand  evil  an- 
gels, and  took  them  away  :  as  it  is  said,  '  The 
children  of  Israel  stripped  themselves  (or  were 
stripped)  of  their  ornaments  by  the  mount 
Horeb.'"  (Ex.xxxiii.  6.)  (Shabbath,  fol.  88, 
1.)  Here,  then,  is  no  allegory,  no  allusion  to  the 
allegorical  crowns  of  Israel,  but  a  narrative  of 
a  supposed  fact,  which  occurred  in  the  history 
of  each  of  the  six  hundred  thousand  Israelites, 
who  went  forth  from  Egypt.  The  com- 
.  mentary  in  the  Talmud  evidently  treats  this 
as  a  grave  and  authentic  history,  for  it  tells  us 
the  material,  of  which  the  crowns  were  com- 
posed. 

pp  T\v^  nb''^z^'2  "ji'-sb  vrr  mn  V^  cnns  ''W 

'•  The  two  crowns  were  crowns  of  glory, 
therefore  when  Moses  wore  them  the  skin  of 
his  face  shone."  From  this  it  is  evident  that 
the  rabbinists  considered  this  legend  to  be  as 
authentic  as  the  fact  recorded  in  the  Bible 
(Exod.  xxxiv.  30),  that  the  skin  of  Moses' 
face  shone.  They  were  not  satisfied  with  the 
honour  conferred  upon  Moses,  but  were  led  by 
a  vain-glorious  feeling  to  extend  it  to  every 
individual  Israelite,  and  to  add,  what  is  not 
said  of  Moses,  but  what  increases  the  marvel- 
lousness  of  the  narrative,  that  six  hundred 
thousand  angels  descended  for  the  purpose  of 
crowning  Israel,  and  that  twice  that  number 
was  necessary  for  the  removal  of  the  crowns 
once  conferred.  But  how  does  this  story 
agree  with  the  former  ?  If  the  Israelites  were 
compelled  to  receive  the  law  against  their  will, 
by  the  terrors  of  the  mountain  hanging  over 
their  heads,  what  great  merit  was  there  to  de- 
serve these  two  crowns  ?  If  the  Israelites 
were  so  willing,  and  received  such  a  glorious 
reward,  what  necessity  was  there  for  turning 
the  mountain  over  them  like  a  tub  ?  These 
stories  are  inconsistent  in  themselves,  and 
utterly  without  foundation  in  the  Word  of  God, 
and  are  therefore  most  unworthy  of  a  place 
in  the  prayers  of  Israel.  But  this  prayer  has 
other  particulars  equally  wonderful,  to  which 
we  proceed.  A  sentence  or  two  farther  on, 
this  prayer  describes  the  effect  which  the  de- 
livery of  the  ten  commandments  produced 
upon  Israel. 
I 
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TQ  ni>ns<i  D'"i©i-i  '  ^o?"!^?  •\''^r^r\  nni  nn«i 

'•  When  he  spoke  the  first  word,  his  world 
was  terrified,  and  when  they  heard  two  com- 
mandments, they  moved  backward  the  space 
of  twenty-four  b^D  miles."  (Pentecost  Prayers, 
fol.  87.)  To  understand  this,  we  must  again 
refer  to  the  Talmud,  v/hich  gives  us  the  par- 
ticulars. 

inn  n'lprr  'Cd  «:;?'tD  ■nim  Ti2n  '"jd  Vm  "io« 
]mo  rn^DH  'D«bD  rm  "j^d  2"'  |nn"inxb  bi^Tco^ 
pTii'  npn  bii  piiT  pTT"  mi^i::?  'd«Vq  'iiw  |mb« 

"  Rabbi  Joshua,  the  son  of  Levi,  says,  as 
each  commandment  proceeded  from  theanouth 
of  the  Holy  One,  blessed  be  He,  Israel  re- 
treated twelve  miles,  and  the  ministering 
angels  led  them  back,  as  it  is  said,  '  the 
angels  of  the  host  did  flee  apace.'  ( Ps.  Ixviii. 
13.)  Do  not  read  pT  '  they  fled  ;'  but  p^T 
'  they  led.'  "  (Shabbath,  fol.  88,2.)  In  this 
short  passage  we  have  two  deliberate  altera- 
tions of  the  AVord  of  God,  in  order  to  square 
it  with  this  absurd  tradition.  In  the  first 
place,  mi^i:?  'Dbo  "  Kings  of  hosts "  is 
changed  into  m«i2  ■'Ds"'?o  "  angels  of  hosts," 
and  in  the  second  place,  "  They  fled,"  is 
changed  into  "  they  led."  These  alterations 
do  of  themselves  throw  discredit  upon  the 
story  which  requires  them,  and  not  only 
upon  this  story,  but  upon  the  whole  oral 
law,  which  allows  such  trifling  with  the 
Word  of  God.  But  our  business  is  at 
present  with  the  legend,  and  as  it  is  told  a 
little  more  circumstantially  in  the  Jalkut,  it 
will  be  well  to  give  that  version  of  it  also. 

b'y^  n'^$J^ii^  dti^o  nvn  im^^i  ^D'^no  "i^!?q:  -nm 
^'S'•<D^  Tn  rrriCTi  '■Dub'ob  n'2pn  "\o«  ni""©  nm«i 
p-ni^  imT  pm^  mi^n:^  ""DbD  -lo^o^r  o^^n^  n« 
:  mini  pm'  nybm 
"  '  They  removed  and  stood  afar  off' 
(Exod.  XX.  18.) — a  distance  of  twelve  miles. 
This  shows  us  that  Israel  retreated  backwards 
twelve  miles,  and  then  advanced  forwards 
twelve  miles,  altogether  twenty-four  miles,  as 
each  commandment  was  delivered.  Thus 
they  travelled  in  that  day  two  hundred  and 
forty  miles.  At  that  time  the  Holy  One, 
blessed  be  He,  said  to  the  ministering  angels, 
Descend  and  help  your  brethren,  for  it  is 
said,  '  The  Kings  of  hosts  did  lead,  did  lead.' 
(Ps.  Ixviii.  13.)  That  is,  they  led  when  they 
went,  and  they  led  them  when  they  returned." 
(Jalkut  Shimoni,  part  i.  fol.  53,  1.)  It  is 
hardly  needful  to  point  out  the  absurdity  of 
this  narration.  Just  think  of  the  Israelites 
running  away  twelve  miles,  when  they  heard 
a   commandment,    and    then   brought   back 


again,  and  then  running  away  again.  How 
unlike  the  simple  and  dignified  narrative 
which  Moses  has  left !  We  ask  every  intel- 
ligent Israelite  what  he  thinks  ?  Is  this  story 
a  falsehood  ?  If  so,  why  is  it  left  in  the 
prayers  of  the  synagogue  ?  If  it  stood  alone, 
we  might  sunpose  that  by  some  oversight  or 
other  it  had  crept  in,  but  we  have  already 
noticed  many  like  it,  and  the  very  next 
sentence  of  this  same  prayer  contains  another. 

nnD  •  Qbirn  nioix  viiri  •  □  w  crb  Mib  "irmi 
■mm  -nro  •  ub'r\in  mbvD  b^n  •  oVnn  nyii  d^T 
^)2Dpi  'cn:b  •  q'^id  ini  "j^iop  '7:i\^"i  •  ab:?  idi 
Dvrr  h?^-©  *  cbirb  «i  m  no  "ib  "I'Ti^-cn  •  ub^pbp 

"  When  he  cam.e  down  to  speak  to  the 
immortal  people,  the  people  of  the  world  were 
moved,  dread  seized  them,  and  trembling 
laid  hold  on  them  ;  pain  troubled  them  as  a 
woman  in  travail :  they  were  shaken  and  dis- 
turbed, and  their  shadow  departed  from  them ; 
they  all  came  to  Kemuel,  10  divine  with  their 
erroneous  divinations,  and  asked  him.  What 
is  this  that  hath  happened  to  the  world  ?  Per- 
haps the  world  is  this  day  to  return  to  its 
chaos."  The  preceding  story  told  us  what 
happened  to  Israel,  the  allusion  in  this  sen- 
tence tells  us  of  the  terror  which  came  upon 
the  Gentiles ;  but  to  understand  the  allusion, 
we  must  again  refer  to  the  Talmud. 

y'yn:^  xn  ro\r»  ni^ra^  no  po  pD  nrr  s-n^^n 
n!?2  m  nn\r!  2?quj  phm  nonbo  im^  rujin^  'i 
^s-iion  «''-!  mn  'cb  ras'  n«i  pboi"-  n«  s-^i^in^  U5"?n>i 
^b^p  "jxi^D^b  niin  n:n;inntJ  i^o-a?  mm  |no  no"i« 
|rnn«  dbvjrt  moix  Vdi  idid  1^  ubM'Tt  r^ico  "jbin 
'i2Mi  ibi^T  byr^2^  'rr  n^^r  nos^i  p^b^ni  min 
b^p  no  ^b  "noxi  r^nn  nvbi  b-^a  d'?13  ^•22pT\:  l^2^2 
cnb  inx  oVii^b  «2  biio  «o\d  i^ro-o  TiC«  ]rann 
n"2pn  vim  niD  □bis'b  -ybo'n  n^'i  im"  biiob  'n 
i3>t<  D'o  b'^  biio  lb  "nox  □bii"'b  bno  «'20  i3'i<© 
■CQ^D  'n  •vT'Xi  n:n  o  'y^^  ^^^20  iy«  b-Q  biio  bin  "-lo 
b-\p  no"!  1^2  bi  n^n^DQ  "irx^n  i"-!^":  iid  pb  "ion 
n^ii  "lb  '©•'  nn!o  mon  pb  -\o«  ioro-i:u?  nn  ponn 
b^iiD^  Ul^p  m-m  ir  "pnn  ibi^x  mi::  nn^n^u  vr.y 
innD  ]r\'  lorb  nj?  'n  '3\u  r:ab  n;n^b  'p'^i  ^^^^"^ 
:  cib'o:!!  los-  n«  "py  'n  nohJi  cbiri 

"  '  And  Jethro  the  priest  of  Midian  heard.' 
(Exod.  xviii.  I.)  What  was  it  that  he  heard 
which  induced  him  to  come  and  be  a  proselyte  ? 
R.  Joshua  says,  he  heard  of  the  war  with 
Amalek,  for  immediately  before  it  is  written, 
'  And  Joshua  discomfited  Amalek  and  his 
people  with  the  edge  of  his  sword.'  (Exod. 
xvii.  13.)  R.  Eliezer,  the  Modite,  says,  he 
heard  the  giving  of  the  law,  for  when  the  law 
was  given  to  Israel,  his  voice  went  from  one 
end  of  the  world  to  the  other,  and  all  the 
nations  of  the  world  were  seized  with  trem- 
bling in  their  temples,  and  they  repeated  a 
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hymn,  as  it  is  said,  '  In  his  temple  doth 
every  one  speak  of  his  glory.'  (Psalm  xxix. 
9.)  They  gathered  themselves  together  to 
Balaam  the  wicked,  and  said  to  him,  What  is 
the  voice  of  the  tumult  which  we  have  heard  ? 
Perhaps  a  flood  is  coming  upon  the  world. 
He  replied,  '  The  Lord  sittelh  upon  the 
flood  ;  yea  the  Lord  sitteth  King  for  ever.' 
(Verse  10.)  The  Holy  One,  blessed  be  He, 
has  sworn  long  since  that  He  will  not  bring  a 
flood  upon  the  world.  They  replied.  He 
will  not  bring  a  flood  of  waters,  but  He  will 
britig  a  flood  of  fire  ;  for  it  is  said,  '  By  fire 
will  the  Lord  plead.'  (Isai.  Ixvi.  IG.)  He 
answered  them,  He  has  sworn  long  since  that 
He  will  not  destroy  all  flesh.  What,  then, 
is  the  voice  of  the  tumult  which  we  have 
heard  ?  He  r.aid  to  them,  God  has  had  a 
most  desirable  good  in  the  house  of  his  trea- 
sures, which  has  been  treasured  up  with  him 
for  nine  hundred  and  seventy-four  generations 
before  the  creation  of  the  world,  and  he  now 
seeks  to  give  it  to  his  children,  for  it  is  said, 
♦  The  Lord  will  give  strength  to  his  peo- 
ple.' Then  they  all  began  and  said,  'The 
Lord  will  bless  his  people  with  peace.'" 
(Ps.  xxix.  11.)  (Zevachin,  fol.  IIG,  1.) 
This  is  the  fable  to  which  your  prayers  refer, 
and  which  all  Israel  throughout  the  world  is 
taught  to  believe,  and  to  commemorate  in  the 
solemn  act  of  public  worship.  That  it  is  a 
mere  fable  is  very  easy  to  prove.  First,  it 
contradicts  the  narrative  given  by  Moses. 
This  fable  says  thatthe  tremendous  noise  made 
at  the  giving  of  the  law  brought  Jethro  to 
Moses — that  this  was  what  he  heard.  But  if 
you  will  read  the  whole  verse,  from  which  the 
Talmud  quotes  a  few  words,  you  will  find 
that  there  was  no  occasion  for  asking  what 
Jethro  heard,  for  Moses  himself  expressly 
tells  us  what  he  heard,  and  why  he  came. 
"  When  Jethro,  the  priest  of  Midian,  Moses' 
father-in-law,  heard  of  all  that  God  had  done 
for  Moses,  and  for  Israel  his  people,  and  that 
the  Lord  had  brought  Israel  out  of  Egypt, 
then  Jethro,"  &c.  (Exodus,  xviii.  1  —  5.) 
If  you  will  read  the  whole  chapter,  you  will 
find  that  Jethro  was  come  and  gone  before 
the  law  was  given,  and  consequently  before 
the  tremendous  noise  was  made  ;  so  that  it 
is  utterly  false  that  this  was  the  cause  of  his 
coming.  Secondly,  that  all  the  nations 
heard  the  voice  of  God  is  false,  for  it  also 
contradicts  the  language  of  Moses,  who  makes 


it  the  peculiar  privilege  of  ]5,rael,  that  they 
alone  heard  the  voice.  "  Did  ever  people 
hear  the  voice  of  God  speaking  out  of  the 
midst  of  the  fire,  as  thou  hast  heard,  and 
live  ?"  (Deut.  iv.  33.)  I^astly,  this  story  is 
palpably  absurd.  The  Talmud  represents 
Balaam,  and  his  Gen  tile  contemporaries  quoting 
Scripture  like  two  rabbies,  and  that,  hundreds 
of  years  before  the  portions  which  they  quote 
were  written.  They  both  quote  the  xxixth 
Psalm,  a  Psalm  of  David,  about  500  years 
before  he  was  born,  and  the  Gentiles  quote  the 
Ixvith  of  Isaiah  above  700  years  before  it 
was  Avritten  !  And  your  rabbies  have  not 
been  content  to  keep  this  absurd  and  foolish 
story  in  the  Talmud,  but  have  inserted  it  in 
the  prayers  for  the  solemn  festival  of  Pen- 
tecost. According  to  these  prayers,  you  are 
taught  to  believe  that,  at  the  giving  of  the 
law,  God  turned  mount  Sinai  over  the  people 
of  Israel  like  a  tub,  and  compelled  them  to 
receive  the  law  against  their  will ;  and  yet 
that,  for  their  ready  obedience,  six  hundred 
thousand  angels  were  sent  down  to  crown  each 
man  with  two  crowns.  You  are  taught  to 
believe  that  when  the  commandments  were 
given,  Israel  walked  backwards  and  forwards 
two  hundred  and  forty  miles.  And  that  the 
voice  of  God  was  so  loud  that  it  was  heard 
by  all  the  nations  of  the  world,  who  all  went 
to  Balaam,  and  all  knew  and  quoted  the 
Psalms  and  the  prophets,  centuries  before  they 
were  written.  This  is  what  you  have  got  by 
following  the  oral  law.  It  is  in  vain  for  you 
to  say  that  you  do  not  believe  these  things — 
there  they  stand  in  your  Prayer-book.  If  you 
do  not  believe  them,  why  do  you  leave  them 
there  ?  But  whatever  individuals  may  say, 
it  is  evident  that  the  compilers  of  the  Jewish 
Liturgy  heartily  believed  every  word  of  them, 
and  therefore  introduced  them  into  their 
prayers.  And  it  is  equally  certain  that, 
wherever  the  Talmud  maintains  its  authority, 
these  fables  form  a  part  of  the  faith  of  Israel. 
But  some  will  say,  We  do  not  believe  them. 
Why  not ;  Do  you  disbelieve  them  because 
they  are  true  ?  No,  but  because  they  are 
false.  Then  you  confess  that  the  oral  law 
contains  downright  palpable  falsehoods,  and 
that  in  many  of  its  narrations  it  is  not  worthy 
of  credence.  Of  what  value,  then,  is  the  oral 
law,  and  what  credit  can  we  give  to  the  au- 
thors  of  it,  who  did  not  scruple  to  invent  these 
foolish  stories  ? 
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Nearly    eighteen    centuries    have    now 
elapsed  since  a  large  proportion  of  the  Jewish 
nation  deliberately  chose  Rabbinism   in  pre- 
ference to  Christianity.     The  great  question 
between  Jews  and  Christians  is,  whether  those 
persons  made  a  right  choice.     The  means  of 
answering  the  question  are  within   our  reach. 
The  oral  law  exists,  diffused  through  the  vo- 
lumes of  the  Talmud,  and  compressed  in  the 
prayers  of  the  synagogue.     There  we  can  look 
for  it,  and  judge  of  its  spirit  and  its  intrinsic 
excellence  and  evidence.    The  Rabbinists  say, 
that   the   oral  law   was  given  to   Moses   on 
Mount  Sinai,  and  that  the  oral  law,   which 
they  now  possess,  is  identically  the  same  as 
that  then  received  ;  and  they  appeal  in  proof 
of  this  assertion  to  the  continuity  of  its  trans- 
mission from  father  to  son  down  to  the  pre- 
sent day.    The  Christian  objects  that  this  oral 
law  is  full  of  fables.     The  Talmudist  replies 
by  making   a    distinction  between   the   C^Ti 
the  laws  and  the  Agadah,  or  legendary  part ; 
and  the  Christian  is  satisfied  or  silenced  until 
he  opens  the  Jewish  Prayer-book,  and  finds 
that  the  most  absurd  and  improbable  of  all 
the  Talmudic  legends  are  there  recognised  as 
undoubted  verities,   and  integral  parts  of  mo- 
dern Judaism.     IMany  of  these,  and  sufficient 
to  annihilate  all  claims  which  the  oral  law  can 
make  to  truth,  have  been  examined,  but  as 
this  part  of  the  subject  is  important,  two  more 
must  be  considered  before  we  can  at  present 
take  leave  of  them.  In  thesentenceimmediately 
following  our  last  extract  from   the   Jewish 
prayers  we  read  as  follows  :  — 

Which  D.  Levi  thus  translates,  "  And  every 
generation,  and  its  governors  that  existed  be- 
fore them,  and  those  that  rose  after  them,  were 
all  placed  at  3Iount  Sinai  with  them,  to  let 
them  know,  that  the  intelligent  generation 
was  more  acceptable  than  them  ;  to  make  them 
understand  good  judgment  and  knowledge: 
there  was  no  blemish  in  them,  for  they  were 
entirely  perfect."  (Pentecost  Prayer,  p.  87-) 
The  assembling  of  the  living  nation  of  Israel, 
to  hear  the  voice  of  the  Creator,  was  not  grand 


enough  for  the  rabbies,  they  have  therefore 
added  that  the  souls  of  all  the  unborn  gene- 
rations were  present  to  hear  and  receive  the 
law.  The  comparison  of  this  tradition  with 
some  already  considered  suggests  several  in- 
teresting topics  for  inquiry.  For  instance, 
whether  these  souls  were  under  the  mountain 
or  not  when  it  was  turned  over  them — whether 
they  performed  the  journey  of  two  hundred 
and  forty  miles  backwards  and  forwards  at  the 
giving  of  the  ten  commandments,  &c.  ?  But 
the  authority,  which  this  tradition  confers  on 
the  oral  law,  demands  our  more  immediate 
attention,  and  is  particularly  manifest,  in  that 
version  of  the  story,  which  is  found  in  IMe- 
drash  Rabba. 

V2P  -mi  nil  b32  mxa:nnb  nn^ni?  n^^^^ninu)  nn 
n'ajir<  n«  'D  'pj^TvD^b  nnb  "raix  n\a?2  pxD  't:d  "\n)D 
"i^oi"  HD  i3r«  n"i.''«  n^i  cm  iqi!?  Vj^^j  hd  13^' 
v.^-j  "i:.v«  «"?>?  ]i^!3  2'n3  p  cvrr  n^Dis-  i^oj?  •  Dvn 
v^k:  cm  *^\^-si?  m«iin'':i  n"n\nr'n  nTO->n3n  ib^?  Dvn 
nr^sTf  'm«2  vn  ^V^n  E"rN'«r  m^oj?  cm  mos*:  «btt} 
-in  «"j:d  "rai«  «"in  pi  ^bxD  n^  bip  in«"i  nn«  to 
«b«  no«3  Kb  »DKbQ  'QU  •  '^ab^  1^2  bxn^'  b«  '" 
iri  ^yo  inn  ii^i  n.^"ii:n  nn^n  -iidm)  ^3Kbo  ti 
rrrc>  pi  •  ni^n^nnb  ni^i  ib  n:nD  «b  nr^  nniN 
n:n:'©  aro  m-»u^  it2«  '^^  uxd  nnvn  ni''D  iq« 
i<b«  ni^irr  n^in^n  ni>«  'nbapi  ^n"n  n^  'TDI  mm 
lb  ]n:  i^b  v\rD!?  i27  inni  ^:nb^  DTibK  "  r^n$^ 
>D^Do  ibnp  iibi  D"'i^''i2n  bn  «bi  •  ni«i:nnb  niMn 
bD  im  in  bDi  nnoir-n  D"'Q:3nn  ?|«  i<b.^  ]n«ii3 
n«  I'oix  «in  pi  ^2^D?2  ib\n  n«  bap  int^i  inx 
:  DDbnp  b3  b«  "  isi  nb«n  nnmn 

"  '  And  God  spake  all  these  words,  saying.' 
(Exod.  XX.  1.)  R.  Isaac  says,  that  all  those 
things,  which  the  prophets  were  to  prophesy 
in  every  generation,  they  received  from  Mount 
Sinai,  for  so  Moses  says  to  Israel,  "  But  with 
him  that  standeth  here  with  us  this  day,  and 
also  with  him  that  is  not  here  with  us  this 
day.'  (Deut.  xxix.  15.)  Here  in  the  latter 
clause,  it  is  not  said,  'That  5fa?«(frf7i  with  us  this 
dav,'  but  '  With  him  that  is  not  here  with 
us'this  day.'  These  are  the  souls  that  were 
to  be  created,  who  had  no  corporeal  existence, 
and  of  whom  therefore  it  could  not  be  said 
that  they  stood  there.  But  although  they  did 
not  exist  in  that  hour,  every  one  of  them  re- 
ceived his  own,  and  so  it  is  written,  '  The 
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burden  of  the  Word  of  the  Lord  to  Israel  in 
the  hand  of  Malachi.'  (Mai.  i.  1.)  Here  it  is 
not  said  in  the  days  of  Malachi,  but  in  the 
hand  of  Malachi,  for  this  prophecy  had  been 
long  since  in  his  hand,  even  from  Mount 
Sinai:  but  up  to  that  time  permission  had 
not  been  given  him  to  prophesy.  In  like 
manner  Isaiah  says,  '  From  the  time  that 
it  was,  there  am  I.'  (Isaiah  xlviii.  10.) 
Isaiah  means  to  say,  From  the  day  that  the 
law  was  given  there  was  I,  and  I  received  this 
prophecy,  only  '  Now  the  Lord  God  and  His 
Spirit  hath  sent  me;'  that  is,  until  then  per- 
mission had  not  been  given  him  to  prophesy. 
But  it  was  not  the  prophets  only  who  received 
their  prophecy  from  Sinai,  but  also  the  wise 
men  in  every  generation,  each  one  of  them  re- 
ceived bis  own  from  Sinai,  and  so  it  is  said, 
'  These  words  the  Lord  spake  unto  all  your 
congregation.'  (Deut,  v.  22.)"  Shemoth 
Rabba  Parashah  28.)  The  object  of  this  fable 
is  very  plain,  it  is  to  clothe  the  rabbles  with 
infallible  authority.  It  is  here  asserted  that 
the  rabbies  of  every  generation  were  all  present 
at  the  giving  of  the  law,  and  each  received 
immediately  from  Sinai  those  legal  decisions 
and  doctrines  which  he  was  to  communicate 
to  the  world,  and  consequently  every  thing, 
that  a  rabbi  teaches,  is  infallibly  right  and 
true,  and  as  authoritative  as  the  words  of 
IMoses  and  the  prophets,  for  "  God  spake  all 
these  words,"  as  this  legend  interprets  this 
verse.  TliC  rabbies  of  every  generation  are 
included,  so  that  according  to  this  tradition 
the  wise  men  of  Israel,  even  in  this  degenerate 
time,  still  deliver  infallible  instructions, 
which  they  received  more  than  three  thousand 
years  ago  from  the  mouth  of  God  himself. 
But  this  fable  avers  too  much.  If  all  Israel 
was  present  at  Sinai,  and  each  individual, 
whether  prophet,  or  rabbi,  or  layman,  received 
the  law  at  that  time,  what  use  was  there  in 
the  transmission  from  father  to  son,  from  the 
time  of  IMoses  down  to  us  ?  Nay,  more,  what 
use  is  there  in  teaching  at  all,  for  every  man 
then  received  his  own  ?  Nay,  further,  what 
use  is  the  written  law,  for  if  every  man  was 
taught  at  Sinai,  there  is  no  need  for  him  to 
read  and  learn  now  ?  But  this  is  a  matter, 
which  every  Israelite  can  decide  for  himself. 
Let  him  ask  himself,  how  much  he  remem- 
bers of  this  wonderful  event  in  his  existence, 
his  presentation  at  Sinai,  and  his  reception  of 
the  law  from  the  Lord  himself.  The  Scrip- 
ture  proofs  which  are  here  given  are  evidently 
nothing  to  the  purpose.  The  first  proof  is, 
<'  God  spake  all  these  words,  saying."  (Exod. 
XX.  1.)  But  every  one  who  will  take  the 
trouble  of  reading  the  chapter  will  see,  that 
*'  all  these  words"  cannot  apply  to  the  pro- 
phecies nor  to  the  decisions  of  the  rabbies, 
but  to  the  ten  commandments  and  to  them 
only.    So  far  from  delivering  all  the  decisions 


and  comments  since  taught  by  the  rabbies, 
God  spake  only  the  ten  commandments  to  the 
people,  and  when  they  heard  these,  "  they 
said  unto  Moses,  Speak  thou  with  us  and  we 
will  hear ;  but  let  not  God  speak  with  us,  lest 
we  die."  (Verse  19.)  To  say,  therefore,  that 
God's  speaking  "  all  these  words  "  includes 
the  whole  oral  law  and  all  the  rabbinical  com- 
ments, is  gross  perversion  of  the  text,  and 
direct  contradiction  of  JMoses'  account. 

The  next  and  most  usual  verse  adduced  to 
prove  this  fable  is  Deut.  xxix.  14,  15,  where 
it  is  said,  "  Neither  with  you  only  do  I  make 
this  covenant  and  oath  ;  but  with  him  that 
standetlr  here  with  us  this  day,  before  the 
Lord  our  God,  and  also  with  him  that  is  not 
here  with  us  this  day."  But  this  verse 
plainly  proves  the  contrary,  that  the  other 
generations  of  Israel  were  there  in  no  sense 
whatever.  The  Hebrew  words  are  as  strong 
as  they  can  be. 

Those  with  whom  the  covenant  is  made  ars 
divided  into  two  classes,  "  Him  that  standeth 
here,"  and  "  Him  that  is  not  here."  If  the 
word  standeth  had  been  repeated,  if  the  verse 
said,  "  With  him  that  standeth  here,  and 
with  him  that  standeth  not  here,"  there  might 
have  been  some  colour  for  this  fable ;  the 
rabbies  might  have  urged  that  though  the 
unborn  generations  did  not  stand  there,  they 
stood  somewhere  else ;  but  the  present  word- 
ing of  the  verse  utterly  excludes  all  possibility 
of  existence,  either  corporeal  or  incorporeal. 
"  With  Him  that  is  not  here,  i:3\^"  shows 
that  they  were  there  in  no  sense. 

The  proof  taken  from  Malachi,  "  The 
burden  of  the  word  of  the  Lord  to  Israel  in 
the  hand  of  IMalachi,"  is  nonsense.  Every 
one,  that  knows  any  thing  of  Hebrew,  knows 
that  Ti  signifies  "  by,"  "  by  means  of."  But 
even  taken  literally,  it  will  not  prove  that 
IMalachi  was  at  Sinai ;  there  is  nothing  in  the 
words  to  inform  us  when  Malachi  received  the 
prophecy.  The  proof  from  Isaiah  is  more 
unhappy  still.  The  whole  context  shows 
that  it  is  God  who  speaks  in  that  verse,  and 
not  the  prophet.  Indeed  we  might  ask,  if 
Isaiah  had  already  received  all  his  prophecies 
at  Sinai,  what  was  the  use  of  the  vision  of 
the  Lord  sitting  upon  his  throne,  and  the 
commission  which  is  there  given?  (Isai.  vi.) 
And  so  we  might  ask  concerning  most  of  the 
prophets.  The  case  of  Samuel  is  here  parti- 
cularly worthy  of  consideration.  According 
to  the  above  tradition  cited  in  the  Jewish 
prayers,  Samuel  had  been  at  Sinai,  and  there 
received  all  that  he  was  to  deliver  during  his 
sublunary  existence.  Ar.d  yet  when  the 
word  of  the  Lord  came  to  him,  he  did  not 
recognise  the  Divine  call,  and  three  times 
went  to  Eh,  and  it  was  Fli  who  at  last  told 
him  that   it  was   God.     Now  how    is   this 
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written  history  to  be  reconciled  with  the  above 
tradition  ?  The  tradition  says  that  Samuel 
had  heard  the  voice  of  God  at  Sinai,  that  there 
all  the  prophetic  words  which  he  was  ever  to 
deliver  were  made  known  to  him,  and  yet  the 
Bible  says,  "  Now  Samuel  did  not  yet  know 
the  Lord,  neither  was  the  word  of  the  Lord 
yet  revealed  unto  him."     (1  Sam.  iii.  7-) 

The  last  proof,  taken  from  Deut.  v.  22,  if 
considered  in  its  context,  also  proves  the 
contrary.  The  tradition  quotes  only  a  part 
of  the  verse,  "  These  words  the  Lord  spake 
unto  all  your  congregation  ;"  but  if  you  read 
on  you  will  find,  "  And  he  added  no  more," 
which  words  plainly  limit  the  first  sentence  to 
the  ten  commandments.  This  tradition,  then, 
as  being  contrary  to  Scripture,  to  the  law  of 
Moses,  is  a  falsehood,  and  is  therefore  un- 
worthy of  a  place  in  the  prayers  of  that  peo- 
ple, whom  God  selected  from  all  the  nations 
of  the  earth  to  be  his  witnesses,  and  the  de- 
positories of  his  truth.  But  this  tradition  is 
objectionable  not  only  as  a  fable,  though  that 
is  a  very  strong  objection  to  any  thing  pro- 
posed as  an  article  of  faith,  but  on  account  of 
the  purpose  which  it  was  intended  to  serve. 
It  was  invented  for  the  purpose  of  strengthen- 
ing the  spiritual  tyranny  of  the  Scribes  and 
Pharisees  over  the  minds  of  the  people.  It  is 
not  therefore  merely  an  erroneous  interpreta- 
tion of  Scripture,  nor  the  dream  of  a  fanatic 
imagination,  but  the  deliberate  invention  of 
men  who  knew  what  they  were  about,  and 
had  an  object  which  they  were  endeavouring 
to  compass,  and  for  the  attainment  of  which 
they  did  not  stick  at  deliberate  falsehood. 
They  were,  however,  too  wise  to  confine  all 
the  advantages  of  this  appearance  at  Sinai  to 
themselves  ;  they  asserted  that  the  whole  peo- 
ple of  Israel  obtained  an  advantage  which 
makes  them  superior  to  all  other  nations. 
The  prayer  which  we  have  quoted  above 
alludes  to  this,  when  it  says,  "  There  was  no 
blemish  in  them,  for  they  were  all  entirely 
perfect."  This  sentence  rather  puzzles  an 
ordinary  reader  of  the  Bible,  who  thinks  of 
the  conduct  and  character  of  Israel  as  there 
described;  the  Talmud,  however,  helps  us  to 
understand  this  eulogy. 

•nor^  biros)'  Krorm  m  b^'icn  mn  bi?  ^rf:n  ny^: 
■•TD  in  b3?  iir^j?  vh^  d^ij  "[nomt  npDD  'td  "in  "^i? 
nb  «i"n  rv^2  aria  i"i  rcb  ^■o^  ^non-n  npcs  ^b 
^rrb\'o  iin  «b  inr^^i  y'l-i^  n^b  io«  '^'d  d>"u  ^u:i« 
•>2Qb  Dvn  -IQ13?  iDQS-  no  "iDU)''  tol;«  n«  rn^i  nin 
:  '^Tl  no  i3y«  "i\r«  n^«"i  irpb«  -n 
"  Why  are  the  Gentiles  defiled  ?  Because 
they  did  not  stand  upon  mount  Sinai,  for  in 
in  the  hour  that  the  serpent  came  to  Eve,  he 
communicated  a  defilement,  which  was  taken 
away  from  Israel  when  they  stood  on  mount 
Sinai :  but  the  defilement  of  the  Gentiles  was 


not  removed,  as  they  did  not  stand  on  Sinai. 
Rav  Acha,  the  son  of  Rabba,  said  to  Rav 
Ashai,  how,  then,  does  it  fare  with  proselytes  ? 
He  replied,  although  they  were  not  there, 
their  good  fortune  (or  star)  was  there,  as  it  is 
written,  '  With  him  that  standeth  here  with 
us  this  day,  before  the  Lord  our  God,  and  also 
with  him  that  is  not  here  with  us  this  day.' 
(Deut.  xxix.  15.)"  (Shabbath,  fol.  145,  col. 
2,  at  the  bottom  of  the  page.)  The  com- 
mentary on  this  passage  quotes  still  further 
particulars  from  Siphri,  and  says — 

bDQ  \^D"in:"i  -nn'^Di  iinipriD  '3>d  in  b-$  nnru;  bs 
:  ns'Di  N^:mD  bxiiri^i  rn-^D  D'ncDT  Dmi>  f^«i  mo 

"  All  that  stood  on  mount  Sinai  were 
sanctified  and  purified,  and  were  healed  from 
every  blemish,  even  the  blind  and  the  lame 
that  then  happened  to  be  in  Israel,  as  is 
taught  in  Siphri."  In  this  part  of  the  fable 
the  inventors  of  the  oral  law  endeavour  to 
flatter  the  vanity  of  the  Israelites,  and  thus  to 
engage  their  affections  in  behalf  of  that  tra- 
dition which  was  to  secure  their  own  power. 
The  Scribes  understood  well  the  deceitfulness 
of  the  human  heart,  and  knew  that  men  love 
to  hear  and  are  ready  to  believe  any  thing  that 
tends  to  their  own  personal  aggrandisementi. 
But  in  thus  flattering  the  people,  they  were 
turning  their  backs  upon  that  example  which 
Moses  set  them,  and  contradicting  the  whole 
current  of  Scripture  testimony.  JMoses  and 
the  prophets,  as  the  servants  of  God,  told  the 
people  of  their  sins  and  their  evil  deeds,  that 
they  might  repent  and  be  saved.  Their 
object  was  not  to  secure  popular  favour,  nor 
to  advance  their  own  selfish  purposes :  they 
therefore  could  afford  to  be  honest  and  to 
speak  truth.  The  inventors  of  the  oral  law, 
on  the  contrary,  were  endeavouring  to  erect  a 
fabric  of  personal  honour  and  power  ;  they 
were  therefore  obliged  to  address  themselves 
to  the  weak  side  of  the  human  heart ;  and  in 
doing  so,  were  obliged  to  run  counter  to  the 
plainest  declarations  of  God's  Word.  All  men 
and  every  nation  like  to  be  told  that  they  are 
superior  to  the  rest  of  the  world,  and  are  dis- 
tinguished by  moral  endowments  from  the 
mass  of  mankind.  The  inventors  of  the  oral 
law,  therefore,  told  Israel  that  they  were  far 
elevated  above  all  other  nations,  for  they  had 
been  cleansed  at  -Sinai  from  that  innate  defile- 
ment which  still  contaminates  all  the  rest  of 
the  children  of  men.  But  is  this  true — is 
this  what  Moses  and  the  prophets  say  ? 
Moses  says,  "  Understand,  therefore,  that  the 
Lord  thy  God  giveth  thee  not  this  good  land 
to  possess  it  for  thy  righteousness  :  for  thou 
art  a  stifFnecked  people."  "  Ye  have  been 
rebellious  against  the  Lord  from  the  day  that 
I  knew  you."  (Deut.  ix.  6,  24.)  Isaiah 
says  of  Israel,  "  From  the  sole  of  the  foot 
even  unto  the  head  there  is  no  soundness  in  it. 


but  wounds,  and  bruises,and  p  utrify  in  g  sores." 
">  Ah  !   sinful  nation  !— a  people  laden  with 
iniquity  ;  a  seed  of  evil-doers— children  that 
are   corrupters."      (Isaiah   i.    4 — 6.)      And 
again  he  says,  ♦'  Woe  is  me,  for  I  am  un- 
done  :  because  I  am  a  man  of  unclean  lips, 
and  I  dwell  in  the  midst  of  a  people  of  un- 
clean lips."     (Isaiah  vi.  5.)     Jeremiah  says, 
"  Can  the  Ethiopian  change  his  skin  and  the 
leopard  his   spots  ?     Then   may  ye  also  do 
good  that  are  accustomed  to  do  evil."     (Jer. 
xiii.  23.)     And   again,   "All  these   nations 
are  uncircumcised,  and  all  the  house  of  Israel 
are  uncircumcised  in  the  heart."  (Jer.  ix.  2G.) 
The  Lord  himself  says  to  Ezekiel,  "  Son  of 
man,  I  send  thee  to  the  children  of  Israel,  to 
a  rebellious  nation  that  hath  rebelled  against 
me  :  they  and  their  fathers  have  transgressed 
against  me  to  this  very  day.     For  they  are 
impudent  children  and  stifT-hearted."    (Ezek. 
ii.  3,  4.)     And  again,  "  Thou  art  not  sent  to 
a  people  of  a  strange  speech  and  of  an  hard 
language,  but  to  the  house  of  Israel :  not  to 
many  people  of  a  strange  speech  and  of  an 
hard  language,  whose  words  thou  canst  not 
understand  ;  surely  had  I  sent  thee  to  them, 
they  would  have  hearkened  unto  thee.     But 
the  house  of  Israel   will   not   hearken  unto 
thee :  for  they  will   not  hearken   unto   me ; 
for  all   the   house   of    Israel   are   impudent 
and   hard-hearted.      (Ezek.   iii.    4 — 7j    &c.) 
We  do  not  quote  these  passages  to  show  that 
the  Gentiles  have  a  more  favoured  constitution 
of  moral  nature.     Far  from  it;  in  reading 
these  accounts  given  by  the  prophets,  we  re- 
cognise  the  features  of  our  own  picture.     Far 
be  it  from  us  to  glory ;  we  quote  these  pas- 
sages to  show  you  how  miserably  your  oral 
law  endeavours  to  blind  and  delude  you  by 
flattering  your  vanity.     It  tells  you  that  you 
have  been  purged  from  every  stain  ;  Moses 
and  the  prophets  teach  you  the  truth— that 
you  are  just  like  the  other  sons  of  men,  and 
have  no  moral  superiority  or  advantage  what- 
ever.    We  wish  to  point  out  to  you  how  the 
system  of  rabbinism  is  diametrically  opposed 
to  Moses  and  the  prophets,  and  above  all,  to 
impress  upon  you  that  the  authors  of  this  oral 
law  are  not  worthy  of  your  confidence,  for 
they  have,  for  their  own  private  interests,  in- 
vented narratives  and  doctrines  which  contra- 


dict that  Word  of  God,  which  ought  to  ba 
Israel's  glory.     We  wish  to  show  you  how 
certain  principles  of  evil  pervade  every  part  of 
that  system,  not  even  excepting  those  prayers 
which  are  offered  up  in  the  public  worship  of 
God.     There  these  fables  also  occur,  and  we 
ask   every    Israelite  who   loves    the   law    of 
Moses  or  hopes  in  the  promises  of  God  by  the 
prophets,  how  he  can  conscientiously  stand  by 
in   the   synagogue   and    hear   the   words   of 
JMoses  and  the  prophets  openly  contradicted  ? 
How   can  he  remain  silent  when  the  reader 
declares  of  Israel  that  there  is  no  blemish  in 
them,  for  they  are  all  entirely  perfect,  when 
he  knows   and   feels    that    he   and   all  his 
brethren  are  just  as  frail,  as  sinful,  and  as 
imperfect  as  the  other  sons  of  men  ?   How  can 
they  expect  the   return   of  God's  favour   to 
their  nation  so  long  as  these  fictions  are  made 
a   part   of  public   worship?    Moses   teaches 
very  different  doctrine.      He  says,  "  If  they 
shall  confess  their  iniquity,  and  the  iniquity 
of  their  fathers,  with  their  trespass  which  they 
have  trespassed  against  me,  and  that  also  they 
have   walked   contrary  unto    me.     And  that 
I  also  have  walked  contrary  unto  them,  and 
have  brought  them  into   the   land   of  their 
enemies :  if  then  their  uncircumcised  hearts 
be  humbled,  and  they  then  accept  of  the  pu- 
nishment of  their  iniquity:    then  will  I  re- 
member my  covenant  with  Jacob,  and  also 
my  covenant  with   Isaac,  and  also  my  cove- 
nant with  Abraham  will  I  remember  ;  and  I 
will  remember  the  land."    (Levit.  xxvi.  40 — 
42.)     Here  Moses  makes  a  conviction  and 
acknowledgment  of  guilt,    an   indispensable 
preliminary  to  the  return  of  God's  favour  to 
the  nation.     Israel  must  feel  that,  so  far  from 
being  cleansed  from  all  impurity,  their  heart 
is    uncircumcised,    and    this    uncircumcised 
heart  must  be  humbled  ;  but  how  is  this  pos- 
sible, so  long  as  the  oral  law  and  the  prayers 
of  the  synagogue  teach  that  the  Israelites  are 
the  most  righteous  of  mankind,  because  they 
received  the  law,  which  the  other  nations  re- 
jected— and  the  most  pure,  or  rather  the  only 
pure,   of  mankind,   inasmuch   as   they  were 
cleansed  from  every  taint  at  Sinai  ?     These 
doctrines  harden  the  heart  against  true  hu- 
mility, prevent  true  repentance,  and  thereby 
retard  the  happiness  and  the  glory  of  Israel. 
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If  ]\Ioses  or  the  prophets  had  any  where 
recorded,  that  God  had,  along  with  the  written 
law  also  given  an  oral  law,  our  duty  should 
then  be  to  find  out  where  it  is  :  and  to  in- 
quire whether  that  oral  law,  which  now  forms 
the  key-stone  of  modern  Judaism,  is  the  one 
which  was  given  by  God.  But  neither  Moses 
nor  any  other  prophet  has  said  one  word  on 
the  subject.  The  words  riQ  bi?!^  min  "  oral 
law"  are  no  where  to  be  found  in  the  Bible, 
nor  is  there  any  mention  of  the  thing  itself. 
If  the  Bible  had  plainly  alluded  to  the  ex- 
istence of  the  thing,  we  should  not  quarrel 
about  the  name,  which  might  have  been  in- 
vented for  the  sake  of  brevity  anil  convenience. 
But  it  is  remarkable  that  when  Moses  com- 
manded the  law  to  be  read  publicly  in  the  ears 
of  all  the  people,  he  says  not  a  syllable  about 
the  oral  explanation,  which  if  it  existed  must 
at  least  have  been  of  equal  importance  ;  and 
still  more  so  that  the  succeeding  prophets 
should  have  observed  such  a  profound  silence 
about  that,  which  now  constitutes  the  main 
substance  of  Israel's  religion,  and  is  the  key 
to  the  observances  and  prayers  of  the  syna- 
gogue. This  silence  is  in  itself  suspicious,  and 
compels  us  to  examine  the  evidence  of  its 
transmission.  The  first  step  here  is  to  ascer- 
tain the  character  of  the  witnesses,  who  say 
that  they  received  the  oral  law  from  their 
fathers  and  transmitted  it  to  their  posterity. 
If  it  appear  that,  in  their  general  testimony, 
they  were  disinterested  and  truth-loving  per- 
sons, who  have  never  been  convicted  of  dis- 
torting truth  for  their  private  advantage,  nor 
of  receiving  and  circulating  fables  as  authentic 
history,  their  testimony  in  this  particular 
matter  will  be  of  considerable  value.  But  if 
it  can  be  proved  that  either  from  a  deliberate 
desire  to  deceive,  or  from  an  incapacity  to 
weigh  evidence  and  to  distinguish  between 
fact  and  fiction,  they  have  transmitted  a  huge 
mass  of  foolish  fables  as  authentic  history, 
then  their  testimony  is  worth  nothing,  and 
the  story  of  an  oral  law  having  no  other  evi- 
dence must  be  classed  amongst  the  other  fables 
which  have  come  down  to  us  on  their  autho- 
rity. That  the  account  of  the  giving  and 
transmission  of  the  oral  law  rests  solely  and 
exclusively  on  the  testimony  of  the  rabbles  is 
clear  from  the  account  itself,  as  it  is  found  in 
the  .Tad  Hachasakah. 


nriy$b  i3"i:ji  •  hm^itd  it  n^^am  •  insiiEi  rrrin  Tt  min 
min  nj^ipDrr  s^n  n  m:^n"i  rtii^orr  ^q  bi'  n-nnn 

:  no  bi'yiD 
<'  All  the  commandments  which  were  given 
to  Moses  were  given  with  their  explanation, 
for  it  is  said,  '  I  will  give  thee  the  table  of 
stone  and  the  law  and  the  commandment.' 
(Exod.  xxiv.  12.)  '  The  law,'  this  is  the 
written  law.  '  And  the  commandment,'  this 
is  the  explanation  thereof.  And  he  has  com- 
manded to  fulfil  '  the  law*  according  to  '  the 
commandment.'  And  the  commandment  is 
that  which  is  called  The  oral  laxv.'*''  Truly 
the  rabbles  must  have  been  hard  set  when  they 
chose  this  passage  to  prove  the  existence  of  an 
oral  law.  The  keen  and  clear  mind  of  the 
sagacious  Rambam  evidently  felt  the  diffi- 
culty ;  he,  therefore,  to  give  some  plausibility 
to  the  proof,  omitted  the  concluding  part  of 
the  sentence  which  he  quotes  from  the  Bible. 
He  says,  "  As  it  is  written  '  I  will  give  thee 
tables  of  stone  and  the  law  and  the  command- 
ment,' "  and  there  he  stops,  but  let  every 
Israelite  open  his  Pentateuch  and  read  the  re- 
mainder, and  he  will  find  the  whole  sentence 
to  be  this,  "  I  will  give  thee  tables  of  stone, 
and  the  law  and  the  commandment  which  / 
have  written^  to  teach  them."  Not  one  word 
here  about  an  oral  law,  but  about  that  which 
God  had  written.  It  is  true  that  the  passage 
of  the  Talmud  from  which  Rambam  derived 
this  doctrine  gives  the  whole  passage,  but  it 
appears  from  the  process  of  abbreviation  which 
he  has  applied,  as  if  he  were  ashamed  of  the 
explanation  there  given  and  thought  it  would 
be  more  prudent  to  omit  it.  But  as  it  is  one 
of  the  main  passages  which  support  the  doc- 
trine of  an  oral  law,  it  must  l)e  considered. 
'xn  ^^b  |i  ]irn\ij  m  -ia«  .von  -11  ^i?  >n-i  "io^<i 
mi'om  n-nnm  pxn  mmb  rih?  "[b  n:nxT  td^t 
minn  nTiJ!?  ib«  mmb  □mnin'?  'nnnD  -iu?« 
D''«^n2  ^bii  \-inn!3  tc^  h^ujd  it  'isom  x-ipQ  m  nmn 
n\rab  iohd  nbs^  inbo  xidj  m  Dm-nnV  D'-iinDi 

"  R.  Levi  bar  Chama  says,  R.  Simon  ben 
Lakish  says,  what  is  th^c  that  is  written  *  I 
will  give  the  tables  of  stone,  and  the  law  and 
the  commandment  which  I  have  written  to 
teach  them  ?'  '  The  tables'  are  the  ten  com- 
mandments. '  The  law''  is  the  written  law, 
'  The  commandment'  is  the  Mishna,  '  Which 
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I  have  written'  means  the  prophets  and  sacred 
writings.  '  To  teach  them'  means  the  Ge- 
mara.  It  teaches  us  that  they  were  all  given 
to  Moses  from  Sinai."  (Berachoth,  fol.  5, 
col.  1.)  Can  any  man  of  common  under- 
standing receive  this  interpretation,  which 
throws  all  grammar  and  context  to  the  winds, 
and  gravely  asserts  that  not  only  the  law  and 
its  explanation,  but  the  prophets  and  the 
whole  Talmud,  were  given  to  Moses  at 
Sinai  ?  Will  he  give  up  his  own  reason  and 
the  word  of  the  living  God  to  the  authority 
of  R.  Simon  ben  Lakish  ?  There  cannot 
possibly  be  any  argument  which  would  prove 
the  falsehood  of  the  narrative  concerning  the 
oral  law  so  completely  as  this  interpretation, 
which  is  regarded  as  one  of  its  main  founda- 
tions. The  words  of  Moses  which  are  here 
perverted  plainly  speak  of  that  which  God 
had  written.  ''  I  will  give  thee  tables  of 
stone  and  the  law  and  the  commandment 
which  I  have  written  to  teach  them."  Did 
God  write  the  oral  law,  and  give  it  to  Moses  ? 
What  became  of  it  then  ?  If  it  was  written, 
how  did  it  become  oral  ?  These  words 
"  Which  I  have  written,"  have  sadly  puzzled 
the  rabbinical  commentators,  who  know  not 
how  to  reconcile  the  plain  and  obvious  sense 
of  the  words,  with  that  interpretation  which 
had  been  already  put  upon  them  in  the  Tal- 
mud. Rashi  seemed  to  think  that  the  diffi- 
culty might  be  got  over  by  saying 
n-i^"'i'  bb'Di  'rjD  mtJi>  •cibir'i  mt^D  ©^n  h'2 

"  All  the  six  hundred  and  thirteen  com- 
mandments are  comprehended  in  the  ten  com- 
mandments." (Com.  in  Exod.  xxiv.  12.) 
But  this,  though  true  in  one  sense,  will  not 
obviate  the  difficulty.  God  promises  to  give 
^  IMoses  the  law  and  the  commandment  which 
he  had  written.  If  the  oral  law  had  not  been 
written,  it  was  not  included.  Saadiah  Gaon, 
as  quoted  by  Aben  Ezra,  proposes  another 
solution. 

n-nr^?  pT  iHD  ^<b  e'en  'd  m^cm  n-nnn  os- 

:  nnnn 

"  The  Gaon  says  that  the  words  '  Which 
I  have  writien^*  are  to  be  connected  with 
'  The  tables  of  stone,''  and  not  with  '  Thelaxo 
and  the  commandment y"*  for  God  wrote  only 
the  ten  words."  But  unfortunately  Moses  has 
so  connected  them,  and  we  have  no  warrant 
for  reversing  his  order.  Aben  Ezra  hims-lf, 
after  giving  the  Talmudic  exposition,  gives  it 
as  his  own  opinion,  that  these  words  refer  to 
the  ten  commandments.  He  says 
muTDm  ■'•e^rinm  p^r^-in  -nnn  nninn  ••d  \-im  ^^h^ 
:  cnnn  rrrra-i-n 

''  But,  in  my  opinion,  '  The  kiiv '  refers  to 
the  first  and  lifth  commandment :  and  '  The 


commandment''  to  the  other  ciglit."     (Aben 
Ezra,    Com.    in    luc.)      This    is   about    the 
truth.      God   gave  Moses   the  law  and    the 
commandment  which  he  had  written ;  but,  as 
Saadiah  admits,  God  wrote  only  the  ten  words, 
therefore  the  ten  words  are  the  same  as  "  the 
law  and  the  commandment."     Some  will  say 
there  is  tautology  here,  that  when  God  says, 
"  I  will  give  thee  tables  of  stone,"  he  means 
the  ten  commandments,  and  that  therefore  the 
additional  promise  "  of  the  law  and  the  com- 
mandment" is  only  an  unnecessary  repetition. 
But  this  is  not  true.     By   "  tables  of  stone," 
God  meant  tables  of  stone.     He  might  have 
given  IMoses  the  ten  commandments  without 
giving  him  stone   tables,  or  he  might  have 
given  him  the  tables  of  stone  without  giving 
him  the  ten  words ;  but  as  He  intended  to 
give  him  both.  He  says,  "  I  will  give  thee 
tables  of  stone,  and  the  law,   and  the  com- 
mandment."    Neither  is  there  any  difficulty 
in  the  circumstance  that  these  ten  words  are 
called  both  "  law  and  commandment.     Inas- 
much as  they  were  a  revelation  of  God's  will, 
they  are  justly  denominated  "  law,"  min  and 
as  they  were  proposed  as  a  rule  of  life,  obe- 
dience to  which  was  required,  they  are  enti- 
tled,   m!?on    "  The    commandment."     The 
simple  "meaning,   therefore,  is,  that  God  pro- 
mises to  give  the  ten  commandments  which 
he  had  written.     Every  thing  else,  and  there- 
fore the  oral  law,  is  excluded.     This  passage, 
therefore,   gives   no  support  to  the  doctrine 
that  Moses  received  an  oral  as  well  as  a  writ- 
ten law  on  mount  Sinai.     Indeed,  the  despe- 
rate perversion  to  which  this  text  has  been 
subjected,  throws  discredit  upon  the  whole; 
and  the  necessity  for  such   perversion  shows 
that  there  was  no  plain  text  in  the  writings  of 
Moses,  to  which  the  inventors  of  the  oral  law 
could  appeal. 

The  authority,  then,  of  the  oral  law  must 
rest  altogether  upon  the  character  of  those 
witnesses  who  handed  it  down.  But  this  is  a 
very  sandy  foundation,  for  we  have  already 
seen  that  these  men  were  guilty  of  inventing 
or  propagating  the  most  absurd  fables  :  their 
testimony,  therefore,  is  of  no  value.  This 
has  been  proved  abundantly  already ;  but 
there  is  one  story  for  which  we  had  not  room 
in  our  last  number,  and  which,  as  being  im- 
mediately connected  with  the  giving  of  the 
law,  must  now  be  considered.  Like  the 
others,  it  comes  before  us  authenticated  by  its 
introduction  into  the  prayers  of  the  syna- 
gogue, in  which  the  following  plain  allusion 
is  made  :  — 

•  lb  ^o^ViJ  ni-  pb  irii  •  ^bi'"n  TOinobi  -i^:?'?  x"ip>i 
c^;~ip"i  •  ^b  in  c'2cn  0^:1:1  •  "ibD'U"'  ba  \r::"i  iTnsrn 
■n^axi  ni!?  '327  raii  '  "^b  it;in  |iTn'  piii'  •  v  11^0 

*  "ibrn:  iDCV^b  "in2u.''nn  rrai  •  ibi:n  o  tmD«  rra  ^b 


83 


"  When  lie  called  the  messenger  (Moses) 
Bnd  made  him  ascend  to  heaven,  and  appointed 
him  as  the  third  person  between  him  and  his 
people,  and  caused  him  to  approach  and  stand 
in  the  thick  darkness,  and  spake  to  him  face 
to  face,  and  rays  streamed  from  his  hand  to 
him,  the  angels  were  moved,  and  rushed  to- 
wards him  ;  and  in  the  presence  of  the  Creator 
they  spake,  saying  thus  to  him,  what  is  man 
that  thou  shouldest  exalt  him  ?  and  wherefore 
make  such  an  account  of  him  as  to  bring  him 
up  to  our  place  and  cause  him  to  inherit  the 
delightful  possession  (the  law)?"  (Pentecost 
Prayers,  fol.  88.)  Here  it  is  plainly  said, 
that  the  angels  remonstrated  with  God  at  the 
favour  shown  to  Moses.  This  circumstance 
is  not  to  be  found  in  the  writings  of  jMoi,es, 
but  it  is  recorded  in  the  Talmud,  and  the  par- 
ticulars are  thus  given  : — 

nn^nrr  >Dt<bn  i-ra«   c-nnb  rrao  r^btxD  nr^"'n 
10X  iro^3  rwa  mb^b  no  nb^^  b^  "1311-1  rT'iprr  ^oc"? 

mill  nyi-i«"i  n^i^nin  m«n  rirri  ''i^hm  '12'  mr-iiD 
rr»2  mi  n'sr'ib  nin^b  MJpio  nn«  Dbwn  hmw  mip 

^b  "in«  n'o^rrr  bv  "pvi  n^n  *tcd^?  yii^n  Vdi  in-c 
Vij  liin  vdd"?  nQX  nivsrn  ]vh  -mn  rranb  rV'ipn 

"':d  in.yn  '0x3^  niiVDn  |nb  -iiim  m^D  i^DDi  rn»v  V? 

Dbij?  b\D  i3in  v:dV  -id«  vb?  idjs"!  inD^DU?  vio  'TvU 
•^cx  yrha  'n  oix  m  ^ns  no  '7  im^  nnxu)  rmn 
rTO-iDb  □nn"'  on^^rDb  pb  inx  cnijo  'ph?^  -|\-ii^2in 
xb  ni  yra  n?3  n^u  CDb  xnn  nob  n-nn  crnirrrr'n 
t"i>  p2"ir*»ri  i^TiTT)  Dn«  D"'b"iS'  ]^i  D'nb^  y>  n^n> 
cibD  vcLjipb  niXL'n  nv  r\«  iidt  ni  ^n^  no  iiti; 
a-TiD  na  ivcd  rm\D  ^-'Dn^j.cns^T  n3>«bn  c^nr-  cn^ 
TiD  ni  Tn3  no  n\u  'yy^  "c  |noi  x'cn  «7  na 
ni  rra  no  ivoj  DDb  \r''  c;>?"i  ni<  -jo.^  nt^i  ^^s^  ns' 
inn  12?'  ny^'i  m?'  nx^p  n^^n  «'?  r|S!:n  xb  nsin  xb 
:  n^ipnb  ib  mn  to  CD^rn  xd' 
*'  In  the  hour  when  JMoses  ascended  upon 
high,  the  ministering  angels  said  before  God, 
O  Lord  of  the  world,  what  business  has  he 
that  is  born  of  a  v/oman  amongst  us  ?  He 
replied,  He  is  come  to  receive  the  law.  They 
answered,  this  most  desirable  treasure,  which 
has  been  treasured  up  from  the  six  days  of 
creation,  six  hundred  and  seventy- four  genera- 
tions before  the  world  was  created,  dost  thou  now 
wish  to  give  it  to  flesh  and  blood — what  is  man 
that  thou  art  mindful  of  him,  and  the  son  of 
man  that  thou  visitest  him  ?  O  Lord  our  Lord, 
how  excellent  is  thy  navnc  in  all  the  earth, 
who  hast  set  thy  glory  above  the  heavens. 
The  Holy  One  said  to  Moses,  Give  them  an 
answer.  He  replied,  O  liord  of  the  world,  1 
um  afraid,  lest  they  burn  me  wiih  the  breath 
of  their  mouth.  He  said,  Lay  hold  on  the 
throne  of  my  glory  and  give  them  an  answer, 


for  it  is  said,  *  He  that  boldest  the  face  of  his 
throne,  he  spreadeth  his  cloud  over  him/ 
(Job.  xxvi.  8,  9.)  Rabbi  Nahum  says,  this 
teaches  us  that  the  Almighty  spread  some  of 
the  glory  of  the  Shechinali  and  his  cloud  over 
him.  He  then  said,  Lord  of  the  world,  what 
is  written  in  the  law  that  thou  art  about  to 
give  me  ?  'I  am  the  Ivord  thy  God  that 
brought  thee  out  of  Egypt.'  He  then  said, 
Did  ye  ever  go  down  into  Egypt  and  serve 
Pharoah — why,  then,  should  ye  have  the  law  ? 
Again,  what  is  written  therein  ?  *  Thou 
shall  have  none  other  God.'  He  then  asked 
tht^m.  Do  ye  then  dwell  amongst  the  uncir- 
cumcised,  that  ye  should  commit  idolatry  ? 
Again,  what  is  written  ?  '  Remember  the 
Sabbath-day  to  sanctify  it.'  Do  ye,  then, 
do  any  work,  so  as  to  need  rest  ?  Again, 
what  is  written  ?  '  Thou  shalt  not  take  the 
name  of  the  Lord,'  &c.  Have  ye,  then,  any 
business  that  would  lead  to  this  sin  ?  Again, 
what  is  written  ?  '  Honour  thy  father  and 
mother.'  Have  ye,  then,  got  any  father  and 
mother?  Again,  what  is  written?  'Thou  shalt 
not  kill,  thou  shalt  not  commit  adultery,  thou 
shalt  not  steal.'  Have  ye  then  got  envy  or 
the  leading  principle  that  would  lead  to  these 
sins?  Immediately  they  praised  the  Holy 
One,  blessed  be  he,"  &c.  (Shabbath,  fol. 
88.  col.  2,  &c  )  It  is  not  necessary  to  prove 
that  this  account  is  a  fiction.  The  absur- 
dity of  the  whole  scene  is  too  palpable.  To 
what  purpose  should  the  angels  wish  for  the 
law  of  i\ioses,  or  be  envious  of  men  to  whom 
it  was  given  ?  Is  it  possible  that  the  spirits 
that  minister  before  the  throne  of  God,  were 
not  able  to  see  the  unsuitableness  of  the  oral 
law  for  them,  until  Moses  pointed  it  out  to 
their  consideration  ?  We  think  that  if  this 
scene  had  ever  taken  place,  Moses  might 
have  given  them  other  passages  of  the  law 
much  more  to  the  purpose,  but  it  is  plainly 
a  fable  invented  by  the  designing,  and  pro- 
pagated by  the  credulous.  These  two  stories 
then,  that  Moses  received  the  oral  law,  and 
that  he  dis-puted  wiih  the  angels  in  heaven, 
come  to  us  upon  one  authority ;  they  are  both 
circumstances  in  one  event;  and  the  fabu- 
lousness of  the  one  takes  away  all  credit  from 
the  other.  The  orat  law  rests  solely  upon 
the  testimony  of  its  transmittors,  but  here 
these  persons  are  convicted  of  transmitting 
palpable  falsehood :  their  testimony  to  the 
oral  law  is  therefore  useless,  and  the  whole 
fabric  of  tradition  falls.  This  one  fable  is 
sufficient,  but  the  readers  will  remember  that 
this  is  only  one  of  a  considerable  number  se- 
lected from  the  Jewish  Prayer-book.  To 
extract  all  similar  stories  from  the  Talmud 
would  be  to  make  some  folio  volumes.  The 
Prayer-book,  liowever,  gives  enough  to  inva- 
lidate the  testimony  of  the  Scribes  and  Pha- 
risees;  and  to  incapacitate  them  for  ever  from 
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appearing    as   witnesses.     Perhaps  some  one 
will  say,  But  they  are  also  the  witnesses  for 
the  written  law,  and  therefore,   if  we   reject 
their  testimony,  we  must  give  up  the  written 
law  also.     But  this  is  not  so.     For  that  we 
have  other  testimony— we  have    that  of   the 
Jewish   nation,    of   which    the    Scribes   and 
Pharisees  were  at  first  only  an  inconsiderable 
portion.     We  have  the    testimony  of  Jesus 
and  his  disciples,  the  great  opposers  of   the 
oral  law.     We    have   the    testimony  of  the 
predictions  which  we  behold  still  accomplish- 
ing.    We  have  the  whole  internal  evidence, 
so  that  if  there  never  had  been  Pharisees,  the 
evidence  for  the  written  law  would  be   just 
as  valid.      As  it  is,    the  contrast  which  the 
written   law    presents,  when    compared  with 
the  oral  law,  furnishes  in  itself  a  strong  evi-  | 
dence  of    its   truth   and    authenticity.     The 
written  law  is  simple,  sober,  dignified.     The 
oral  law  is  multifarious,  extravagant,  absurd. 
The   oral  law  is  poison— the  written  law  is 
the  antidote.     The  oral  law  is  a  counterfeit, 
which  proves  the  existence  of  the  genuine  coin. 
]Men  who  receive  both  on  the  sole  authority  of 
the  rabbles  may,  when  they  find   the  false- 
hood  of  the  one,  reject  the  other  also,  but  this 
can  never  be  the  case  with  those  who  calmly 
compare  and  weigh  the  two  in  the  balance  of 
right  reason. 

Wc  now  dismiss  these  Talmudic  fables  for 
the  present.  We  have  proved  by  instances 
that  the  oral  law  abounds  with  such.  We 
have  proved  by  extracts  from  the  Prayers  of 
the  synagogue,  that  these  fables  form  a  part 
of  the  faith  of  all  rabbinical  Jews.  We  have 
therefore,  proved  that  the  inventors  of  these 
fables  attained  their  object.  They  have  suc- 
ceeded in  deceiving  the  great  majority  of  their 
countrymen.  It  is  for  the  Jews  of  the  pre- 
sent day  to  consider  whether  these  extravagant 
fictions  are  still  to  be  handed  down  to  unborn 
generations — still  to  appear  as  a  reproach 
upon  Israel's  understanding — still  to  disfigure 
and  dishonour  the  public  worship  of  the 
chosen  people.  Former  generations  may  have 
handed  them  down  in  ignorance,  and  be  there- 
fore partly  excusable.     But  in  the  present  day 


there  is  a  large  body  of  Jews  here  in  England 
who  are  fully  convinced  that  these  legends  are 
false;  it  is  the  duty,  the  sacred  duty,  of  all 
such  to  protest  against  their  further  propaga- 
tion. If  they  do  not,  they  make  themselves 
accomplices  in  the  guilt  of  those  who  invented 
them,  and  responsible  for  all  the  injury,  tem- 
poral and  spiritual,  which  the  propagation  of 
such  error  may  inflict  upon  their  brethren  and 
their  posterity.  But  whatever  course  they 
may  pursue,  the  existence  of  these  fables  shows 
that  the  oral  law  itself  is  altogether  an  inven- 
tion of  men,  and  proves  that  Jesus  of  Nazareth 
conferred  a  great  and  substantial  benefit  on 
the  nation  and  on  mankind,  by  vindicating 
and  preserving  for  us  the  unadulterated  truth 
of  God's  written  Word. 

These  fables  prove  further,  that  there  is 
neither  weight  nor  value  in  the  sentence  which 
these  men  pronounce  against  the  Lord  Jesus 
Christ.  It  is  the  sentence  of  those  who  did 
not  scruple  to  falsify  and  pervert  the  law  of 
God;  it  is  the  testimony  given  by  the  noto- 
rious inventors  and  propagators  of  fables,  and 
cannot  be  received  by  any  one  competent  to 
weigh  evidence.  Fables  of  any  kind  will  in- 
validate testimony,  but  religious  fables  utterly 
incapacitate  their  inventors  and  propagators 
from  being  admitted  as  witnesses  at  all.  The 
man  who  will  venture  to  tamper  with  sacred 
history,  either  by  adding  to,  or  diminishing 
from,  its  records,  clearly  shows  that  he  has 
lost  all  reverence  for  truth,  and  all  sense  of 
the  divine  character,  as  a  vindicator  of  truth 
and  a  punisher  of  falsehood.  The  man  who 
trifles  with  sacred  facts,  cannot  be  regarded  as 
a  witness  as  all  in  those  which  he  considers 
profane  or  common.  When,  therefore,  the 
Talmudists,  or  the  wise  men  of  his  time,  bear 
witness  against  Jesus  of  Nazareth,  whom  they 
hated,  we  must  remember  that  they  have  been 
convicted  of  false  witness  again  and  again  in 
the  case  of  Moses,  whom  they  professed  to 
love.  Their  testimony  is  therefore  a  nullity, 
and  if  v/e  wish  to  examine  the  claims  of  Jesus 
of  Nazareth,  we  must  look  elsewhere  for  the 
data  which  are  to  form  the  basis  of  our  judg- 
ment. 
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Modern  Judaism  is  the  religion  of  the 
oral  law.  The  dogmas,  rites,  ceremonies,  and 
prayers,  all  rest  upon  its  authority.  If,  there- 
fore, the  oral  law  can  be  proved  to  be  an  in- 
vention of  men,  the  whole  fabric  of  modern 
Judaism  crumbles  into  dust.  It  then  follows 
that  the  Jews  have  been  more  than  eighteen 
centuries  the  disciples  of  error,  and  tliat,  if 
they  now  desire  to  believe  and  profess  the 
true  religion,  revealed  by  God  to  their  fore- 
fathers, they  must  renounce  their  present 
Talmudic  system,  and  return  to  the  law  and 
the  prophets.  But  the  oral  law  is  a  human 
invention.  It  has  been  proved,  on  the  autho- 
rity of  the  Jewish  Prayer-book,  that  it 
abounds  with  the  m.ost  absurd  fables,  which 
cannot  be  the  Word  of  God,  but  are  evidently 
and  obviously  the  invention  of  man.  It  ap- 
pears, therefore,  that  the  Jewish  nation  has 
been  for  centuries  deluded  by  the  traditions 
of  the  scribes  and  pharisees— that  they  have 
been  utterly  mistaken  in  their  faith,  taking 
the  fictions  of  men  for  the  truth  of  God — and 
have  thereby  sunk  from  the  honourable  posi- 
tion, in  which  God  placed  them  as  depositories 
of  the  truth,  to  the  unenviable  situation  of 
the  credulous  and  superstitious.  Such  is  the 
result  of  an  inquiry  into  the  contents  of 
prayers  of  the  synagogue.  An  examination 
of  the  traditional  commandments  will  show  in 
like  manner,  that  the  oral  law  is  every  v/here 
inseparably  mingled  with  fables,  which  throw 
discredit  upon  the  whole.  One  of  the  most 
important  parts  of  the  oral  law  is  that  which 
relates  to  the  constitution  of  the  great  tribunal 
called  the  Sanhedrin,  for,  as  is  asserted,  that 
council  fixed  the  authority  of  all  traditions, 
and  even  examined  into  the  claims,  and  de- 
cided  upon  the  divine  mission  of  the  prophets. 
If  it  appear,  therefore,  that  the  oral  law 
teaches  what  is  manifestly  fabulous  with  re- 
spect to  that  tribunal,  the  main  pillar  of  tradi- 
tion is  taken  away.  Now  without  entering 
into  the  whole  subject  at  present,  the  following 
specimen  will  show  what  degree  of  credit  can 
be  given  to  the  traditional  accounts  respecting 
it: — 

cD^rs  -h-si)  Tjzpi  'b2?n  n«-m  'bm  ntDDn  'brn 
'DD  ns-muj  mrr:D  «nn  vh^  ]v«r)b  D^i''2'©n  o^yivi 

:  paiinrr 
*'  Rabbi  Johannan  says,  none  were  allowed 


to  sit  in  the  Sanhedrin,  who  were  not  men  of 
stature,  men  of  wisdom,  men  of  good  appear- 
ance, aged,  skilled  in  magic,  and  acquainted 
wiih  the  seventy  languages,  so  that  the  San- 
hedrin might  not  be  obliged  to  hear  through 
an  interpreter."  (Sanhedrin,  fol.  17,  col.  1.)  In 

this  short  extract  there  are  several  fables first, 

that  all  the  members  of  the  Sanhedrin  should 
be  skilled  in  magic,  or  magicians,  is  plainly 
contrary  to  the  express  command  of  God,  who 
says,  "•  There  shall  not  be  found  among  you 
any  one  that  maketh  his  son  or  his  daughter 
to  pass  through  the  fire,  or  that  useth  divi- 
nation, or  an  observer  of  times,  or  an  enchanter, 
or  a  witch  r^'OJDn — for  all  that  do  these  things 
are  an  abomination  unto  the  Lord :  and  be- 
cause of  these  abominations  the  Lord  thy  God 
doth  drive  them  out  from  before  thee." 
(Deut.  xviii.  10 — 12.)  This  command  of  God 
makes  no  exception  in  favour  of  the  members 
of  the  Sanhedrin.  It  absolutely  forbids  any 
such  in  Israel  for  any  purpose.  The  com- 
mentary indeed  tells  us,  that  this  magical 
skill  was  required  in  self-defence. 

n^n  bi^:nb  cn^i:\y3i  n^n^ciirr  n^Diy^D  n'on"? 

:p  r\'2 
"  In  order  to  kill  the  magicians  who  trusted 
in  their  magical  arts  to  deliver  them  out  of 
the  hands  of  the  tribunal."  But  this  expla- 
nation does  not  mend  the  matter.  JMagic  is 
a  thing  absolutely  unlawful  and  expressly 
forbidden  by  God.  It  was  therefore  unlawful 
either  to  learn  or  to  practise  it,  even  for  the 
purpose  of  killing  a  magician.  If  the  plea  of 
self-defence  or  necessity  made  it  lawful  for  the 
Sanhedrin  to  learn  magic,  the  same  argument 
would  justify  it  doubly  in  the  case  of  the 
people,  who  were  more  likely  to  be  the  ob- 
jects of  the  magicians'  attacks;  for  surely  these 
persons  would  be  careful  to  avoid  all  contact 
with  the  members  of  ihe  Sanhedrin,  whom 
they  knew  to  be  more  than  a  match  for  them 
in  the  black  art.  According  to  this  method 
of  arguing  all  Israel  might  have  been  skilled 
in  magic,  though  the  law  requires  that  not  one 
such  person  should  be  found  among  them. 
Either  then  this  account  is  absolutely  false, 
or  the  members  of  the  Sanhedrin  were  bad 
men,  who  learned  what  was  expressly  for- 
bidden by  the  law  of  God ;  and  in  either  case, 
the  Talmudic  accounts  of  this  tribunal  are 
unworthy  of  credit. 
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But  it  may  well  be  tloubtccl  whether  the 
members  of  this  great  council  confined  their 
magical  exercitalions  to  the  killing  of  magi- 
cians. We  find  elsewhere,  if  the  Talmud 
speak  truth,  that  the  rabbles  at  least  made 
other  magical  experiments,  and  have  even 
recorded  the  means  which  they  employed,  for 
the  benefit  of  posterity. 

"•Din  ••:n  ^irt  in^ro  rv22  ^"im  Kpmi  \^n  xni  "lox 

>2nD  ^D  nn  sns^n  n>ni^«  -nnDi  Ni7^n3  ^Din'p  ti"'? 

«nn:a  r^'■<■^^b^  inb  nm  n^a^o  n'-o^y  ^bo^bi  rrpn-ijb-i 
n'2''D  >a:j  ^d'"?'!  N^nQi  «p3D^i:ii  'n^nnbi  «'?i>dt 
115?  '^ix  "M  'Ti  i"i  'p'iTvb  iibi  'yr^  ^i  rr'oiD  mnn':"! 
:  >Dr>?i  n>by  'om  pii  ii-i  pinj^i  'in 
*'  Abba  Benjamin  says,  if  permission  had 
been  given   to  see  them,  no  creature  could 
stand  before  the  hurtful  demons,  Abbai  says, 
They  are  more  than  we,  and  stand  against  us 
like  the  trench  round  the  garden-bed.     Eav 
Huna  says,  Every  one  of  us  has  a  thousand  on 
his  left  hand,  and  ten  thousand  on  his  right 
hand.     Rabba  says.  The  want  of  room  at  the 
sermon  is  caused  by  them — the  wearing  out  of 
the  rabbles'  clothes  is  caused  by  their  rubbing 
against   them — the   bruised  legs   are   caused 
by  them.    ^Vhoscever  wishes  to  ascertain  their 
existence,  let  him  take  ashes  that  have  been 
passed  through  a  sieve,  and  let  him  strew  his 
bed,  and  in  the  morning  he  will  see  the  marks 
of  a  cock's  claws.     "Whosoever  wishes  to  see 
them,  let  him  take  the  interior  covering  of  a 
black  cat,  the  daughter  of  a  first-born  black 
cat,  which  is  also  the  daughter  of  a  first-born, 
and  let  him  burn  it  in  the  fire,  and  pulverise 
it,  and   let   him  then  fill   his  eyes   with  it, 
and  he  will  see  them.     But  let  him  pour  the 
powder    into    an    iron    tube,     and    seal    it 
with   an  iron  signet,  lest  they  should  steal 
any  of    it,    and   let  him   also   seal   up   the 
mouth   thereof,    that   no   injury   may   arise. 
Rav  Bibi  bar  Abbai  did  thus,  and  received  an 
injury.     But   the  rabbles  prayed  for   mercy 
upon  him,  and  he  was   cured."     (Berachoth, 
fol.  G,  col.  1.)     Here,  then,  is  magic  for  the 
people,  and   all   Israel    is  instructed  in  the 
means  to  see  demons.     It  is  not  for  us  to  de- 
cide whether  those,  who  might  use  these  means, 
would  ever  see  men  again,  but  this  is  certain, 
that  the  oral  law  here  gives  a  magical  recipe 
to  those  who  are  not  members  of  \he  Sanhe- 
drin,  sets  before  us  one  of  the  Talmudic  doc- 
tors as  an  example,  and  moreover  encourages 
to  do  as  he  did,  by  holding   out  the  possi- 


bility of  a  miraculous   cure,  if  any  injury 
should   arise.     If,   then,  this  story   be  true, 
the  oral  lav/  permits  magic,  which  the  law  of 
God  forbids  ;  if  it  be  false,  then  the  oral  law 
is  convicted  of  another  monstrous  falsehood, 
and  is  altogether  unworthy  of  credit.     How 
long  will  the  people  of  Israel  suffer  themselves 
to  be   deluded  by  a  system,  of  which    the 
striking  characteristic  is,  that  it  has  no  regard 
for  truth  ?     The  Jews  object  against  Jesus 
of  Nazareth,  that  He  leads  them  away  from 
the  law  of  IMoses,  but  where  does  he,  or  his 
disciples,    inculcate  the  study  of  magic,  or 
prescribe  rules  for  facilitating  intercourse  with 
demons,  contrary  to  the  express  coumiand  of 
God  ?      Just   suppose   that   this    whole  ex- 
tract, instead  of  being  found  in  the  Talmud, 
had  formed  a  portion  of  the  New  Testament, 
how  would  the  Jews  have  laughed  at      is 
recipe  for  its   folly,  and  argued  against  its 
wickedness,   how  triumphantly   would    they 
have  shown  that  a  law  that  teaches  and  en- 
courages magic  could  not  have  been  given  by 
God?     The   existence  of  one  such   passage 
would  have  been  sufficient,  in  their  eyes,  to 
condemn  the  whole  Christian  system.     Let, 
then,  the  Jews  deal  with  the   oral  law  in  the 
same  way.     Let  them  judge  it  and  its  fables 
by  an   ajDpeal  to   Moses    and  the  prophets. 
But  let  them   remember  that  in  this,  as  in 
many  other   instances,   the   New  Testament 
agrees    with  the  law   of  Moses,   whilst  the 
oral  law  differs  from  both.     The  New  Testa- 
ment  classes  witchcraft  along  with  idolatry, 
and  other  sins  which  exclude  from  the  joys 
of  eternal  life.     "  The  works  of  the  flesh  are 
manifest,  which  are  these :  adultery,  fornica- 
tion, uncleanness,  lasciviousness,  witclicrafi , 
hatred,    variance,   emulations,    wrath,    strife, 
seditions,  heresies,  envylngs,  murders,  drunk- 
enness, revelllngs,  and  such  like ;  of  the  which 
I  tell   you  before,  as  I  have  also  told  you  in 
times  past,  that  they  which  do  such  things 
shall   not   inherit   the    kingdom    of    God.'" 
(Galat.  V.  in — 21.)    In  this  case,  then,  where 
the  oral  law  leads   you   away   from  the  doc- 
trine of  Qloses,  the  religion  of  Jesus  of  Naza- 
reth brings  you  back  again. 

This  is,  however,  not  the  only  fable  con- 
tained in  that  short  law  concerning  the  mem- 
bers of  the  Sanhedrin.  We  are  told,  besides, 
that  no  one  was  allowed  to  sit  in  that  council 
"  unless  he  understood  the  seventy  tongues." 
Now  we  would  ask  every  disciple  of  the  oral 
law  calmly  to  consider  this  statement,  and 
then  say  what  he  thinks  of  its  veracity.  Did 
he  ever  hear  or  know  of  any  scholar  in  the 
present  times  acquainted  with  seventy  lati- 
guages,  and  that  so  perfectly  as  to  be  able  to 
converse  with  and  examine  witnesses,  and  form 
a  judgment  upon  their  evidence,  without  the 
aid  of  an  interpreter  ?  Surely,  the  study  of 
languages  is  as  much  cultivated  in  the  present 
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day  as  it  was  then,  and  there  arc  at  least  as 
many  facilities  for  their  acquisition.  The 
system  of  grammar  is  now  fully  developed. 
The  art  of  printing  has  made  it  easy  to  obtain 
foreign  books.  Lexicons  and  other  apparatus 
may  be  procured,  and- yet,  with  all  these  faci- 
lities, we  much  doubt  whether  there  be,  in  the 
whole  world,  one  single  person  possessing 
that  knowledge  of  languages  here  ascribed  to 
every  individual  member  of  the  Sanhediin. 
According  to  the  oral  law,  there  always  had 
been,  in  Israel,  seventy-one  such  persons  at 
least,  but  probably  more ;  for  as  a  member 
died,  or  became  superannuated,  another  was 
found  ready  to  succeed  him.  But  the  won- 
der is  here  made  still  more  wonderful,  for 
there  were  not  only  scventy-one  persons  ac- 
quainted with  seventy  languages,  but  those 
persons  were  also  acquainted,  as  Rambam 
tells  us,  with  medicine,  astronomy,  and  all  the 
existing  systems  of  idolatry,  and  moreover 
skilled  in  magic.  And,  besides  all  this,  all 
these  persons  were  fine  handsome  fellows, 
*'  Men  of  stature,  men  of  good  appearance." 
Is  this  credible— can  all  Israel,  or  all  the 
world,  furnish  one  such  person  at  present, 
handsome  or  ugly,  tall  or  short  ?  or  can  there 
be  found  amongst  that  intelligent  people  the 
Jews,  one  man,  woman,  or  child,  so  silly  as  to 
believe  so  manifest  a  falsehood  ?  We  can 
tell  them,  that  their  great  rabbi,  Rambam, 
did  not  believe  it,  and  therefore  in  his  Com- 
pendium took  the  liberty  of  altering  this  Tal- 
mudic  statement.  Instead  of  seventy  lan- 
guages, he  says  simply — 

"  And  that  they  should  be  acquainted  with 
most  languages."  It  was  too  much  for  him. 
Being  a  learned  man  himself,  he  knew  the 
impossibility  of  such  universal  knowledge; 
and  he  therefore  softened  down  the  Talmudic 
hyperbole  to  the  limits  of  what  he  considered 
possibility.  This  is  not  merely  our  conclu- 
sion from  Rambam's  alteration,  the  commen- 
tator  has  expressly  said  the  same. 
ni  nm  mu^D  m^i^^bn  ira  pnv  i3>2-i  inDi 

"  Our  rabbi  has  written,  'Acquainted  with 
most  languages,'  because  it  is  a  rarity  to  find 
a  person  acquainted  with  all  the  seventy  lan- 
guages." (Hilchoth  Sanhedrin,  c  2.) 
Rambam  himself,  then,  is  here  a  witness 
against  the  fabulous  exaggerations  of  the 
Talmud. 

But  perhaps  some  one  will  say,  that  seventy 
is  only  a  round  number  to  signify  many,  that 
we  must  not,  therefore,  be  too  strict  in  its  ex- 
position. This  subterfuge,  however,  will  not 
■serve  here.  The  authors  of  the  Talmud 
said  seventy,  because  they  believed  that,  by 
giving  this  number,  they  included  all  the  lan- 
guages in  the  world.      They  believed   that 


there  were  seventy  nations,  and  therefore  tlicy 
said  seventy  languages.  This  article  of  Jew- 
ish faith  is  found  everywhere  in  the  Talmud, 
and  in  the  commentaries,  as  for  instance — 

n  xi:?  m-i;y2orr  im^4  ]n>  Tnai  ^i^o  pnv  Y'^ 
□•'i>n\Db  ]hri-:i  rm2:n  'En  «i*""iJ  nnm  "nm  bD 

"  R.  Johannan  says,  what  is  the  meaning 
of  that  Scripture,  "'  The  Lord  gave  the 
"Word  :  great  was  the  company  of  those  that 
published  it  ?'  It  teaches,  that  as  each  com- 
mandment proceeded  from  the  mouth  of  God, 
it  was  divided  into  seventy  languages." 
(Shabbath,  fol.  88,  col.  2.)  The  foundation 
of  this  opinion  is  an  arbitrary  interpretation 
of  a  verse  in  the  song  of  ]\Ioses.  "  When 
the  IMost  High  divided  to  the  nations  their 
inheritance,  when  he  separated  the  sons  of 
Adam,  he  set  the  bounds  of  the  people  ac- 
cording to  the  number  of  the  children  of 
Israel."  (Deut.  xxxii.  8.)  Upon  which 
Rashi  thus  comments  : — . 

'n^joV  n-i^-c  ba^'^-'  'n  b"ij  •ajD2  cri-^  -lEDDb"! 

"  On  account  of  the  number  of  the  children 
of  Israel  who  were  to  proceed  from  the  sons 
of  Shem,  and  according  to  the  number  of 
the  seventy  souls  of  the  children  of  Israel 
who  descended  into  Egypt,  he  set  the  bounds 
of  the  people,  that  is,  the  seventy  languages." 
That  this  latter  clause  is  altogether  arbitrary, 
and  a  mere  gratuitous  addition,  is  plain  from 
an  inspection  of  the  text,  where  not  one  syl- 
lable is  said  about  the  seventy  souls,  nor 
about  the  number  of  the  nations,  but  about 
the  fixing  the  bounds  of  their  habitations. 
Rashi  himself  did  not  trust  in  this  exposition, 
and  he  has  therefore  given  another:  —  "On 
account  of  the  number  of  the  children  of 
Israel  who  were  to  proceed  from  the  chiklren 
of  Shem."  Aben  Esra  also  passes  by  the 
seventy  nations  altogether,  and  says  that, 
"  according  to  the  number  of  the  children  of 
Israel,"  means,  that  the  bounds  of  the  na- 
tions were  so  set  as  to  leave  sufficient  room 
for  the  Israelites.     His  words  are — 

*'  The  commentators  have  interpreted  this 
of  the  generation  of  the  dispersion,  when  all 
the  earth  was  scattered,  for  then  God  decreed 
that  Israel  should  have  the  land  of  the  seven 
nations,  which  would  be  sufficient  for  them, 
therefore  it  is  said,  '  according  to  the  number 
of  the  children  of  Israel.' "  This  verse, 
then,  gives  no  colour  to  the  opinion  that  there 
are  only  seventy  nations  and  seventy  lan- 
guages. Fact  proves  that  the  number  is  much 
greater,  for  the  Bible  exists  already  in  twice 
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lliat  number  of  languages,  and  the  work  of 
translation  is  not  yet  accomplished.  The 
oral  law,  therefore,  fails  altogether  in  attain- 
ing the  object  which  it  had  in  view  in  telling 
this  extraordinary  story.  It  wished  to  say, 
that  in  the  Sanhedrin  there  never  was  need  of 
an  interpreter,  for  that  every  member  under- 
stood every  language  in  the  world,  and  be- 
lieving that  there  were  only  seventy  lan- 
guages, it  stated  this  number.  But  now  we 
know  that  even  if  each  member  understood 
sjventy  languages,  yet  to  be  able  to  decide 
cases  for  all  the  nations  of  the  earth,  they 
would  have  required  to  know  as  many  more. 
The  oral  law,  then,  betrays  here  an  utter 
ignorance  of  the  state  of  the  world,  which 
shows  that  it  is  not  from  that  Gad  who  con- 
founded the  languages  of  the  earth,  and 
therefore  knows  how  many  there  are ;  but 
from  men  who  desired  to  magnify  the  ac- 
quirements of  the  nation  far  beyond  the  sober 
truth.  The  men  who  could  deliberately  say, 
that  the  Sanhedrin  was  composed  of  seventy- 
one  persons,  all  handsome,  all  men  of  stature, 
all  skilled  in  magic,  and  all  so  perfectly  ac- 
quainted with  seventy  languages,  as  to  need 
no  interpreter,  would  have  said  seven  hundred 
or  seven  thousand,  or  any  thing  else  that 
suited  their  purpose.  They  are  evidently 
wilful  exaggerators,  whose  word  is  therefore 
not  to  be  trusted.  The  motive  here  is  vain- 
glory. The  object  simply  to  give  all  the 
honour  to  men,  to  the  learned  Rabbles  whose 
learning  and  genius  were  so  marvellous. 
There  is  no  intimation  that  God  gave  the 
members  of  the  Sanhedrin  this  knowledge, 
which  far  exceeds  the  power  or  the  life  of 
man  to  attain  by  ordinary  means.  No,  all 
the  glory  of  these  marvellous  acquirements  is 
ascribed  to  man  alone.  This  forms  a  striking 
contrast  to  a  narrative  recorded  in  the  New 


Testament.  We  are  there  told  that  on  a 
certain  occasion  the  disciples  of  Jesus  of 
Nazareth  addressed  in  their  own  language, 
"  Parthians,  and  Medes,  and  Edomites,  and 
the  dwellers  in  Mesopotamia,  and  in  Judea, 
and  Cappadocia,  in  Pontus  and  Asia,  Phry- 
gia,  and  Pamphylia,  in  Egypt,  and  in  the 
parts  of  Lybia  about  Cyrene,  and  strangers 
of  Rome,  Jews  and  proselytes,  Cretes  and 
Arabians,"  that  is,  the  inhabitants  of  sixteen 
countries.  Now,  the  small  number  here 
stated  is  a  presumptive  evidence  of  the  truth 
of  the  fact.  If  an  impostor,  a  Rabbinist  who 
wished  to  make  a  good  story,  had  written 
this  account,  he  would,  beyond  all  doubt,  in- 
stead of  sixteen,  have  specified  all  the  seventy 
languages.  To  his  countrymen,  who  be- 
lieved in  the  acquirements  of  the  Sanhedrin, 
this  would  have  appeared  no  wise  incredible. 
Indeed,  if  a  man  of  that  time  had  wished  to 
invent  a  miracle,  the  number  seventy  would 
have  been  absolutely  necessary  for  his  pur- 
pose. For  if  every  member  of  the  Sanhedrin 
could  speak  seventy  languages,  to  say  that 
other  men  spoke  sixteen  would  have  been  no 
miracle  at  all.  The  small  number,  therefore, 
here  given,  shows  that  the  authors  of  the 
narrative  had  no  wish  to  invent  a  miracle,  but 
to  state  the  sober  truth.  But  then  consider 
the  entire  absence  of  vain-glory.  The  praise 
and  the  power  of  speaking  even  this  small 
number  of  languages  is  given  altogether  to 
God.  The  men  were  Galileans,  and  had  not 
acquired  this  by  their  own  labour  and  genius. 
"  They  were  all  filled  with  the  Holy  Ghost, 
and  began  to  speak  with  other  tongues,  as  the 
Spirit  gave  them  utterance."  (Acts  ii.  1  — 11.) 
Here  then  is  a  striking  difference  between  the 
narratives  of  the  Talmud  and  those  of  the 
New  Testament.  The  former  exalts  men. 
The  latter  gives  glory  to  God. 
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The  favourite  Jewish  objection  to  the 
claims  of  Jesus  of  Nazareth  is  that  passage  at 
the  beginning  of  the  thirteenth  chapter  of 
Deuteronomy.  "  If  there  arise  among  you  a 
prophet,  or  a  dreamer  of  dreams,  and  giveth 
thee  a  sign  or  a  wonder,  and  the  sign  or  the 
wonder  come  to  pass,  whereof  he  spake  unto 
thee,  saying,  Jjet  us  go  after  other  gods,  which 
thou  hast  known,  and  let  us  serve  them,  thou 
shalt  not  hearken  unto  the  words  of  that 
prophet  or  dreamer  of  dreams."  In  citing 
this  passage  the  Jews  take  for  granted,  that 
the  rehgion  of  Jesus  is  essentially  different 
from  that  of  Moses  ;  that  it  leads  to  the  wor- 
ship of  strange  gods  :  and  that  it  is  in  fact  a 
species  of  heathenism,  whilst  the  religion  of 
the  oral  law,  which  they  now  profess,  is  utterly 
free  from  all  heathen  elements,  and  identical 
with  the  religion  of  their  prophets.  All  this 
they  take  for  granted;  but  the  subject  is  ca- 
pable of  being  inquired  into.  The  oral  law 
and  the  New  Testament  are  both  extant,  and 
a  little  examination  will  enable  us  to  decide, 
on  rational  grounds,  whether  Judaism  or 
Christianity  savour  most  of  heathenism.  In 
our  last  number,  we  saw  that  Judaism  con- 
tains magic  for  the  Sanhedrin  and  magic  for 
the  people,  whilst  the  New  Testament  utterly 
forbids  it ;  in  this  respect  then  Judaism  re- 
sembles the  heathen  religion.  Our  business 
in  this  number  shall  be  to  point  out,  in  astro- 
logy,  another  feature  of  resemblance.  The 
Talmud  and  its  doctors  all  agree  in  asserting 
the  influence  of  the  stars  over  the  fates  and 
fortunes  of  men.  In  the  first  place,  the  Tal- 
mud lays  down  these  general  maxims  : — 

"  Life,  children,  and  a  livelihood  depend 
not  on  merit,  but  on  the  influence  of  the  stars." 
(Moed  Katon,  fol.  28,  col.  1.) 

:  ^^"<£!'$'o  b•^•o^  D^snn  bin 
"  The  influence  of  the  stars  makes  wise, 
the  influence  of  the  stars  makes  rich."  (Shab- 
bath,  fol.  156,  col.  1.)     But  it  also  tells  us 
the  following  particulars:  — 

'  '"  rri  Nin  xbi  iij  ^rt'  «a^2  ^m^  |^<o  'xn 

'K2n  i^ns?  -113  -'Ti'  iii^2  «nbnn  |«n  \^n  «>n  n^i 
]«n  ^«n  D'y^^  n^2  "ni^«T  di^jd  «n!?:D  >xd  xn"- 
Qwo  'ji"Q  Tn:"!  a'DH  "i2:»  ^^n"-  ^ii'ttJi  ns'ni^i 


113  xrp  «iirii  x'cjonn  |«n  \vn  "i-nxo  n^i  ibn^xi 
'xn  moii-i  D'aT  rr'i  iir«T  mtjo  t>"o  nnon  b'o^y 
11  pns  n  -iQ«  pin  -ii3  'rv  khitd  '7r?Dn  |«n 
mo''  «ni'«ni  ''n'  'ni^un  ^xa  ■'«rr  'i2oi  pin  \:tit 
i-\  -11  xi-i  -\o«  xnitji  «i-i  ^^?DV  'nibs'  ib'n«i  'by 
:  npn  ni-\  '-canpi  K^'t? 
<^  He  that  is  born  on  the  first  day  of  the 
week,  will  be  a  man  excelling,   but  in  one 
quality  only.*     ...     He  that  is  born  on 
the  second  day  of  the  week  will  be  an  angry 
man.     What  is  the  reason  ?     Because  on  it 
the  waters  were  divided.     He  that  is  born  on 
the  third  day  of  the  week  will  be  a  rich  and 
profligate  man.     What  is  the  reason  ?     Be- 
cause on  it  the  herbs  were  created.     He  that 
is  born  on  the  fourth  day  of  the  week   will 
be  a  wise  man  and  have  a  powerful  memory. 
What  is   the  reason  ?     Because  on  that  day 
the  lights  were  hung  up  in  the  heavens.     He 
that  is   born   on   the   fifth  day  of  the  week 
will  be  a  benevolent  man.     What  is  the  rea- 
son ?     Because  on  it  were  created  the  fishes 
and  the  fowls.     He  that  is  born  on  the  eve  of 
the  Sabbath  will  be  a  man  who  makes  a  cir- 
cuit.    Rav    Nachman   bar   Isaac   says,   who 
makes  the  circuit  in  the  commandments. -f-  He 
that  is  born  on  the  Sabbath,  on  the  Sabbath 
also   he   shall  die,   because  on   his    account 
they  profaned  the  great  day  of  the  Sabbath. 
Rabba  bar  Rav  Shila  says,  he  shall  possess  an 
eminent  degree  of  holiness."     (Shabbath,  fol. 
156,  col.  1.)     Here  is  completely  the  heathen 
doctrine  of  fate.     Not  only  the  external  cir- 
cumstances of  fortune,   but  the  moral  quali- 
ties of  the  soul  are  made  to  depend  upon  the 
day  of  a  man's  nativity.     Whether  a  man  be 
profligate  or  holy,  according  to  this  doctrine, 
does  in  no  wise  depend  upon  himself,  his  own 
choice,  or  conscience,  but  simply  on  the  cir- 
cumstance of  his  birth  happening  on  a  Tues- 
day or  a  Saturday.     There  is  indeed  a  differ- 
ence of  opinion  amongst  the  Talmudic  doctors, 
as  to  the  nature  of  the  sidereal  influence,  but 
all  agree  in  the  fact,  as  may  be  seen  further 
from  the  opinion  of  R.  Huna. 
;ko  'j>?n  D-n:  ns-^n  bra  «b«  D-na  dv  bra  ^?b 
n>bnD  'n^i  n'b>-iD  bi«  ^n^  pin  -ii3  'n>  'nnn 
njiiD  inin  |b<n  '«n  nb^n  «b  r::(  d«  ]b:  'mm 
«-\"i:  n'l  Tb'n'^i  mMjn  :d"o  'n^  'xdii  Tm"-  -ii:i  'n^ 

♦  According  to  Rashi. 

t  According  to  Raslii,  one  who  goes  from  liou?e 
to  house  to  get  alms. 
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'-I5DT  ^w^  Q'3m  yn:  -in:i  ^n>  iDi5m  iveo  ^«n 
'XD3  p-"io  "j^no  -ii:  Tt^  n3i73i  ]«n  t^in  «in  rram 
rr'Ti  abi  rrnxo^  n>bn  «bi  b2«  ^x^m  n^no  "tidi 
la^  >n>  'Di'cn  |«n  wrr  nb'jo  333  dx  pD  ^mn^ 

pn:?'  13  pTO  3-1  -\n«  pi!?  "133  ^n^  pi23T  |xn  't^rr 
«m  n^\r;x  133  •>n^  DnxQ3T  |xn  ^i^n  m!JC3  ]pl'2^ 
n3T  1Q«  xbirro  ■'^<  X303  \y  ^^^mx  ^«  "'•i!^  3i  "in« 
:  '^^^  b^iDpi  iL"3i?  ^o:  'la  "3«  nax  \^irr  'n«a3  «;b< 

"  These  things  do  not  depend  upon  the 
sidereal  influence  of  the  day,  but  on  the  side- 
real influence  of  the  hour.  He  that  is  born 
under  the  influence  of  the  sun  will  be  a  splen- 
did man,  eating  and  drinking  of  that  which 
belongs  to  himself,  and  will  reveal  his  secrets  : 
if  he  be  a  thief  he  will  not  prosper.  He  that 
is  born  under  Nogah  (Venus),  will  be  a  rich 
and  profligate  man.  What  is  the  reason  ? 
Because  on  it  the  Are  was  created.  Pie  that  is 
born  under  Kochav  (Mercury)  will  be  a  man 
of  strong  memory,  and  wise,  for  IMercury  is 
secretary  to  the  sun.  He  that  is  born  under 
the  influence  of  the  moon,  will  suffer  much, 
building  and  destroying,  destroying  and 
building  :  eating  and  drinking  what  does  not 
belong  to  him,  and  a  keeper  of  his  own  se- 
crets. If  a  thief,  he  will  prosper.  He  that  is 
born  under  Shabihai  (Saturn),  will  be  a  man 
whose  thoughts  come  to  nought,  but  some 
say  those,  that  think  against  him,  shall  come 
to  nought.  He  that  is  born  under  Tsedek 
(Jupiter)  will  be  a  righteous  man.  Rav 
Nachman  bar  Isaac  says,  righteous  in  the 
commandments.*  He  that  is  born  under 
Maadim  (JMars)  will  be  a  shedder  of  blood. 
Rav  Achai  says,  either  a  letter  of  blood,  or  a 
thief,  or  a  circumciser.  Rabbah  said,  I  was 
born  under  Mars.  Abbai  answered,  Therefore 
you  are  fond  of  punishing  and  killing." 
(Shabbath,  ibid.)  In  this  passage,  the  hea- 
thenism is  still  more  apparent.  It  is  notorious 
that  the  ancient  Greek  and  Roman  idolaters 
considered  Venus  as  the  patroness  of  profli- 
gacy, JMercury  as  the  god  of  eloquence  and 
learning.  Mars  as  the  god  of  war,  and  behold  ! 
here  in  the  oral  law  you  have  the  very  same 
doctrine.  "  If  a  man  be  born  under  Venus, 
he  will  be  a  rich  and  profligate  man  ;  if  under 
Mercury,  a  man  of  strong  memory  and  wise  ; 
if  under  Mars,  a  shedder  of  blood."  The 
habits  of  the  mind  are  here  also  expressly  at- 
tributed to  the  influence  of  the  planets,  and  a 
thief  has  got  the  promise  of  success,  if  his 
nativity  happened  under  the  influence  of  the 
moon.  What  then  becomes  of  human  re- 
sponsibility, and  how  does  this  doctrine  agree 
with  the  words  of  Moses,  "  Behold  I  have  set 
before  you  life  and  death,  blessing  and 
cursing,  therefore  choose  life,  that  both  thou 
and  thy  seed  may  live?"     (Deut.  xxx.  19.) 

•  Rashi  8ays,  a  man  who  is  liberal  in  almsgiving. 


It  will  be  replied  by   Talmudists,  that  the 
oral  law  also  says  ; — 

•'  Israel  is  not  under  the  influence  of  the 
stars."  We  shall,  therefore,  consider  that 
passage  in  its  context  which  immediately 
follows: — 

Vra  •©^1  yxDi'i'o  biQ  a''3nn  btn  iai«  «y:n  •>3i 
'3-1  xm5><T  hii^\D'b  bra  ^'j><  in«  |:nv  ^31  Vxt©''? 
barwb  bra  pi^\y  'j'^ra  ]:nv  '3-1  -io«-r  n^r^i'-Qb  ]:nv 
mmi^oT  "iiQbn  ba  Dn^rt  -pi  b«  'n  lat^  n3  105^211; 
D'inn  inn'  rii:irTa  □'lan  inn'  '3  innn  b«  n'oirn 
n-nn'  3-1  "ra.vi  bxi^reb  bra  |'x  3-1  noj^  b«"itt5'  «bi 
ini«  X2V1  -ia^?3iy  biS'TC'b  bra  ^'h?^  ]"3d  31  "iq« 
p  nbu'  bti  12131  n"3pn  'icb  □m3«  "tok'  n-^^inn 
•^'irao  5^2'  TiJM  Di<?'3  i«b  lb  "la^  'm«  '©-iv  'n'3 
'b©  m3'3rLDS'X3  --nbDnDa  Dbii-  b^  10131  i':Qb  -rax 
•jb^  ni3'3:2'XD  ^5iJ  lb  now  p  Tbinb  'i«i  '^ki 
:  biir\xo^b  bra  |'x^ 
"  Rabbi  Chanina  says,  the  influence  of  the 
stars  makes  wise,  the  influence  of  the  stars 
makes  rich,  and  Israel  is  under  that  influence. 
Rabbi  Jochanan  says,  Israel  is  not  under  the 
influence  of  the  stars,  and  Rabbi  Jochanan 
helped  his  argument,  for  Rabbi  Jochanan  says, 
From  whence  is  it  proved  that  Israel  is  not 
under  the  influence  of  the  stars  ?  Because  it 
is  said,  •  Thus  saith  the  Lord,  learn  not  the 
way  of  the  heathen,  and  be  not  dismayed  at 
the  signs  of  heaven ;  for  the  heathen  are  dis- 
mayed at  them.'  (Jer.  x.  2.)  The  heathen, 
but  not  Israel.  Rav  says,  Israel  is  not  under 
the  influence  of  the  stars,  for  Rabbi  Judah 
says,  Rav  says,  From  whence  is  it  proved  that 
Israel  is  not  under  the  influence  of  the  stars  ? 
From  that  which  is  said,  '  And  he  brought 
him  forth  abroad.'  (Gen.  xv.  5).  Abraham 
said  before  God,  Lord  of  the  world,  '  One 
born  in  my  house  is  my  heir.'  God  replied 
not  so,  but  '  He  that  shall  come  forth  out  of 
thine  own  bowels.'  Abraham  replied,  I  have 
consulted  my  astrology,  and  am  not  flt  to 
beget  a  son.  God  said,  Go  forth  from  thy 
astrology,  for  Israel  is  not  under  the  influence 
of  the  stars."  (Shabbath,  ibid.)  Now  this 
passage,  if  taken  in  the  most  favourable  point 
of  view,  proves  only  that  Israel  is  not  under 
the  influence  of  the  stars ;  but  this  exception 
proves  to  demonstration  that  the  oral  law 
teaches,  that  all  other  nations  are  under  that 
influence.  According  to  this  doctrine,  all  the 
Gentiles,  and  of  course  Christians  among  the 
number,  are  given  up  to  unchanging  and 
unchangeable  fate.  They  are  good  and  bad, 
rich  and  poor,  happy  and  unhappy,  according 
to  the  sidereal  influence  at  their  nativity,  and 
consequently  are  utterly  irresponsible  for  their 
actions.  A  Gentile  thief,  or  murderer,  or 
adulterer,  is  not  so,  because  he  yielded  to 
temptation,  or  to  evil  disposition,  but  be- 
cause he   happened    to   be    born   under   the 
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influence    of    tlie    IMoon,    or   of    JMars,    or 
of    Venus.      This    is    the   religion    of    the 
oral  law,  on   the  most   favourable    view   of 
the  case,  and  consequently  God  is  represented 
first  as  a  partial  governor,  who  gives  consti- 
tutional  advantages  to  one  favourite  nation, 
which  He  withholds  from  all  others ;  and  then, 
secondly,  as  an  unjust  judge,  who  punishes 
the  Gentiles   for  doing  what    the  irresistible 
influence  of  the  stars  compelled  them  to  do. 
This  doctrine  is  of  itself  sufficient  to  prove 
that  the  oral  law  is  not  of  God,  and  that  as  a 
religion  it  stands  upon  a  line  with  the  heathen 
and  Mahometan   systems  of  fate,  and  is  con- 
sequently  infinitely  below  Christianity.     The 
New   Testament  recognises  no  system  of  fa- 
vouritism, but  represents  God  as  a  just  judge, 
"•  Who  will  render  to  every  man  according  to 
his    deeds"    (Rom.  ii.   C)  ;  and  all   men  as 
responsible  for  the  evil  which  they  commit. 
"  There  is  no  respect  of  persons  with  God. 
For  as  many  as  have  sinned  without  law,  shall 
also  perish  without  law  ;  and  as  many  as  have 
sinned  in  the  law,  shall  be   judged  by  the 
law."     (Ibid,  11,  12.)     This  is  a  view  wor- 
thy of  the  Divine  character,  whereas  the  astro- 
logical system   of  the  oral  law,  which  repre- 
sents God  as  giving  up  all  nations  to  the  in- 
fluence of  the  stars,  and  then  punishing  them 
for  following  that  influence  which  He  himself 
ordained,  is  nothing  short  of  blasphemy,  and 
is  much  more  akin  to  heathenism  than  to  the 
doctrine  of  Moses  and  the  prophets.       But, 
secondly,  this  passage  of  the  Talmud  contains 
two    statements    directly    contradicting   each 
other.     Rabbi  Chanina  says,  Israel  is  under 
the  influence  of  the  stars — the  others  say,  Is- 
rael is  not  under  the   influence  of  the  stars ; 
whichever  statement  we  receive  as  true,  the 
other  is   necessarily   false,  and  therefore  the 
oral  law  contains  falsehood,  and  therefore  is  un- 
worthy  of  credit.     3dly,  The  story  which  is 
here  given  of  Abraham  has  falsehood  on  the 
face  of  it,  and  after  all  does  not  disprove,  but 
rather  confirms,  the  doctrine  that  Israel,  as  well 
as  the  other  nations,  is  under  the  influence  of  the 
stars  ;  for  as   Rashi   tells  us,  Abraham  and 
Sarah  escaped  from  their  sidereal  destiny  only 
by  changing  their  names.    Rashi's  words  are — 
*]3\^'©  '"ibrai  n^«T©  ^hxL^  mrinTci^^xQ  «;?  ib  -iqx 
lb  MJ'  cmi«  bi«  p  ^b  ya  d->2«  p  n'0!?nb  th!? 
-int^  CO  D3b  «-np  'i^  nbn  mto  bix  ibn  xb  n-ij  p 
:  bioa  n:n'£j'i 
"  God  said  to  Abraham,  Go  forth  from  thy 
astrology,  for  thou  hast  seen  in  the  stars  that 
thou  art  not  to  have  a  son.     Ah  am  is  not  to 
have  a  son,  but  Abraham  is  to  have  a  son. 
Sarai  is  not  to  bear  a  child,   but  Sarah  shall 
bear  a  child.     I  call  you  by  another  name,  and 
thus  the  influence  of  the  stars  will  be  changed." 
(Com.  in  Gen.   xv.  5.)     Here  it  is  plainly 
intimated,  and  that  in  the  name  of  Go<l  him- 


self, that  Abraham  and  Sarah  were  both  under 
the  influence  of  the  stars,  and  that  if  they  had 
not  changed  their    names,   they  never  could 
have    had    a    child.      This    was    evidently 
Rashi's    opinion  ;    and    when    we  remember 
that  the  majority  of   the  Jews  in  the   world 
implicitly  follow    Rashi's   interpretation,  we 
may  conclude  that  this  is  the  prevailing  doc- 
trine.    And  perhaps  some  of  the  readers  of 
this  naper  may  even  know  instances  of  Jews 
who,  led  by  this  interpretation,  have  actually 
changed  their   name,  in  the  hope  of  bettering 
their  luck,   or    even  of   escaping  from  death. 
But  however  that  be,  it  is  easy  to  show  that 
the  Talmud  and  the   rabbies  generally  be- 
lieve in  the  astrological  influence  of  the  hea- 
venly  bodies.     In    addition    to   the  passages 
already  cited,  the  Talmud  says  expressly — 
HDib  nbi?  DTOisib  in  p^D  npib  rranntj  -pn 
b«-i\n^t5  ""OD^D  b^T©^  bsD  ca^«3"itDb  i'l  p^D  npib 
]r)'D  mrai  npib  n>Dnb  abvjri  nraii^T  noibb  ]->2m 
:  '121  anya  n'ovb  r-\  p'D  ns-ni  mio  •-i-cvb  5?n 
"  An  eclipse  of  the  sun  is  an  evil  sign  to 
the  nations  of  the  world.     An  eclipse  of  the 
moon   is    an   evil   sign  to   Israel,  for  Israel 
reckons  by  the  moon,  the  nations  of  the  world 
by  the  sun.     When  the  eclipse  happens  in  the 
east,  it  is  an  evil   sign  to  the  inhabitants  of 
the  east.     When  it  happens  in  the  west,  it  is 
an  evil  sign  to  the  inhabitants  of  the  west," 
&c.   &c.       (Succah,   fol.  29,    col.   1.)     The 
rabbies  who  have  lived  since,  teach  the  same 
doctrine.     For  instance,  Saadiah  Gaon,  speak- 
ing of  the  manner  in  which  the  influence  of 
the  stars  is  modified  by  the  signs  of  the  zodiac, 
says — 

"inapoT  ir::)  bim  iDibnn  idid  n!?pQtD  cnrci 
lb  rrrv  bra  "imi^  "ib  rrn>xD  3i«bi  •  s-i  brai  t^hti 

"  Sometimes  the  course  of  a  star  is  partly 
in  a  good  sign  and  partly  in  a  bad  sign.  The 
man  born  under  this  will  first  prosper,  and 
then  suflTer  adversity."  (Comment,  in  Sepher 
Jetsirah,  fol.  98,  col.  1.)  He  also  explains, 
there,  how  it  is  possible  for  astrologers  to  fore- 
tell sickness  and  death  ;  but  this  is  enough  to 
show  his  opinion,  and  what  he  had  learned 
from  the  Talmud.  The  writings  of  Aben 
Esra  bear  the  same  testimony.  For  instance, 
in  his  commentary  on  the  ten  commandments, 
he  says — 


r-n>  nv  ■o^  c^m-CDn  in«  bD7  '3  cnm^  p>D3n 
pT  'V2  'xn  nrtn  bs-i  s<ini  "inD  n^^T  i3\d  i"-")!^^! 
'D  cnm^i  nb^bi  rriio^nrr  'r^n  bri  ^<^no  ^o 
HD^bo  bn^'O)  ^OT  cv^ -^  c^DiD  en  on^m  ^min 
n>b  t^i2^  c^b-i^ra  nn-ij^  cn^rao  nn^^i  jni  nnbb  "i« 
nv!?^n  'Tbi  bnnb  ViW)  ]r\:^  i^^iimp  tio.v  p  bj?  p^: 
nb'b  mon  'd>  bDi  s2?Dn  «b  n:m  mniMj  'b^bii 
pn  cn^  n'pMzn  va:  "\b«  ibvco^'tt:  n^ -\n«  m  cvi 
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p-i  n•}^^r^  nnn  in  pDS^nn'?  >imi  ^'«  phv  mn  Dvn 
!  -nib  DTun  r,Kn^n 

"  The  fourth  commandment  is  that  respect- 
ing  the  Sabbath,  and  answers  to  the  orb  of  Sa- 
turn ;  for  the  experimental  philosophers  say, 
that  each  one  of  the  ministering  servants  has 
a  certain  day  of  the  week  in  which  he  exhibits 
his  strength,  and  he  is  master  of  the  first  hour 
in  the  day,  and  thus  it  is  also  with  him  who 
is  master  of  the  first  hour  in  the  night.  They 
say,  also,  that  Saturn  and  Mars  are  the  two 
hurtful  stars,  and  whosoever  begins  a  work, 
or  to  walk  in  the  way,  when  either  of  these 
two  is  in  the  ascendant,  is  sure  to  fall  into 
harm.  Therefore  our  ancients  have  said,  that 
permission  is  given  to-do  injury  on  the  nights 
of  the  fourth  and  seventh  days  of  the  week. 
And  behold,  thou  wilt  not  find,  in  all  the 
days  of  the  week,  a  night  and  a  day,  one  after 
the  other,  on  which  these  two  hurtful  stars 
rule  except  on  this  day;  therefore  it  is  not 
suitable  on  it  to  engage  in  worldly  affairs,  but 
to  devote  it  entirely  to  the  fear  of  God." 
This  exposition  shows  that  A  ben  Esra  be- 
lieved in  astrology,  and  that  the  power  of 
the  stars  extended  to  Israel  as  well  as  to  the 
other  nations,  nay  the  power  of  the  stars  to  do 
harm  is  here  made  the  foundation  of  the  com- 
mand respecting  the  Sabbath-day.  A  man, 
whose  mind  was  not  thoroughly  imbued  with 
faith  in  astrology,  could  never  have  been  led 
even  to  entertain  such  an  opinion,  when  God 
himself  has  assigned  another  and  entirely  dif- 
ferent  reason  for  the  institution  of  the  Sabbath. 
But  indeed  it  is  not  necessary  to  go  to  the 
rabbies  to  prove  that  modern  Judaism  teaches 
astrology.  That  common  wish  which  one  so 
often  hears  amongst  the  Jews,  even  at  the 
present  day,  IVj:  blO,  mazzal  tov,  or  good  luck, 
has  its  origin  in  the  doctrine  of  the  Talmud, 
and  shows  how  universally  it  has  been  re- 
ceived. And  thus  we  see  the  influence  which 
the  oral  law  has  had  in  leading  away  both 
learned  and  unlearned  from  the  Word  of  God, 
and  of  spreading  amongst  them,  as  a  tra- 
dition from  IMoses,  what  is  merely  one  of 
the  numerous  errors  of  heathen  idolatry. 
The  heathen  worshipped  the  host  of  heaven. 
The  sun,  and  the  moon,  and  other  heavenly 
bodies,  they  considered  as  deities ;  it  was, 
therefore,  natural  for  them  to  suppose  that 
they  exercised  an  influence  over  the  affairs  of 
men.  The  Chaldeans  were  especially  devoted 
to  this  doctrine,  and  had  almost  exalted  it  to 


the  rank  of  a  science.  From  them,  probably 
during  the  Babylonish  captivity,  the  Jews 
learned  this  system ;  and  though  altogether 
idolatrous  in  its  origin,  and  learned  from  ido- 
laters, it  was  congenial  to  the  minds  of  the 
superstitious  rabbies,  and  was,  therefore,  in- 
troduced into  the  oral  law,  where  it  has  ever 
since  continued.  The  oral  law  has,  therefore, 
in  this  respect  adopted  heathen  doctrine,  and 
teaches  heathenism.  Every  Jew  who  wishes 
his  neighbour  2.V£}  bio,  7nazzal  tov,  uses  a 
heathen  idolatrous  expression— sanctioned,  in- 
deed, by  the  Talmud,  but  utterly  repugnant 
to  the  doctrine  of  Mot<es.  But  where  will  he 
find  in  the  New  Testament  any  warrant  either 
for  such  doctrine  or  such  a  wish  ?  The  New 
Testament  is  entirely  free  from  all  shadow  and 
tincture  of  this  heathenism.  Your  oral  law 
has  taught  you  that  the  course  of  events  de- 
pends upon  the  stars.  Jesus  of  Nazareth  has 
taught  us,  that  the  ordering  of  all  events,  even 
the  minutest,  proceeds  from  our  Heavenly 
Father.  He  says,  "  Are  not  two  sparrows 
sold  for  a  farthing  ?  and  one  of  them  shall  not 
fall  on  the  ground  without  your  Father.  But 
the  very  hairs  of  your  head  are  all  numbered." 
(Matt.  X.  29,  30.)  Jesus  of  Nazareth,  there- 
fore, whom  you  are  afraid  to  follow,  lest  he 
should  lead  you  after  other  gods,  directs  all 
his  followers  to  the  one  living  and  true  God, 
the  Creator,  Preserver,  and  Redeemer  of  all 
things.  Those  men,  on  the  contrary,  who 
crucified  Jesus  of  Nazareth,  and  that  oral  law 
which  you  prefer  to  Christianity,  have  led  you 
away  from  the  doctrines  of  Moses  and  the 
prophets  to  the  principles  of  heathenism.  The 
general  doctrine,  that  the  moral  nature,  the 
weal  and  wo  of  men,  are  altogether  de- 
pendent upon  the  stars,  is  not  Mosaic,  it  is 
heathen  ;  and  the  particular  details  concerning 
the  influence  of  Venus,  Mars,  and  Mercury, 
are  plainly  the  offspring  of  the  worst  part  of 
heathen  mythology.  If,  then,  Jews  believe 
in  this  Talmudic  astrology,  they  approach 
very  nearly  to  heathenism,  and  such  has  been 
the  case  with  the  majority  and  the  most 
learned  of  the  nation  for  the  last  eighteen  hun- 
dred years.  If  from  the  unavoidable  influ- 
ence of  Christian  knowledge,  they  now  reject 
this  portion  of  the  oral  law,  they  declare  that 
all  their  most  learned  rabbies  have  been  in 
gross  error,  and  that  the  oral  law,  which  led 
them  astray,  is  not  from  God,  but,  on  the 
contrary,  in  one  of  its  most  important  features, 
a  mere  copy  of  idolatrous  heathenism. 
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In  magic  and  astrology  we  have  discovered 
two  features  common  to  idolatrous  heathenism, 
and  to  the  religion  of  the  oral  law.  We  have 
seen  that  it  pervades  the  Talmud  and  the 
writings  of  the  subsequent  rabbies,  and  that 
it  has  tinctured  the  language  of  every-day  life. 
It  occurs,  therefore,  as  might  be  expected, 
incidentally  when  the  oral  law  treats  of  other 
things ;  and  we  are  induced  to  notice  one 
passage  of  this  kind,  not  only  because  it 
proves  that  faith  in  astrology  is  an  essential 
element  in  the  religion  of  the  oral  law,  but 
because  it  sets  before  us  another  feature  of 
resemblance  to  heathenism.  In  treating  of 
the  virtues  of  amulets,  and  of  the  tests, 
whereby  to  try  them  and  those  that  write 
the  following  passage  occurs :  — 

'i""Qp  ^nbn  iiV"op  •'U'OTMi^  «ii:  >nnn«  ':Qn  xnbn 

'i^'D  «"a:i  inb  ■'V^op  'nbn  xcq  n  'ri  ^non^x  ab 
«pT  «in  N"ii:  iib^n  x^bn  ix  rrb  >d«  kh  pnn^? 

*'  Rav  Papa  says,  I  am  certain  in  the  case 
of  three  amulets  for  three  men  ;  where  three 
copies  of  one  amulet  have  cured  three  times, 
then  both  the  writer  and  the  amulet  are  ap- 
proved. In  the  case  of  three  amulets  for 
three  men,  where  each  performs  only  one  cure, 
then  the  writer  is  approved,  the  amulet  is  not 
approved.  In  the  case  of  one  amulet  for 
three  men,  then  the  amulet  is  approved,  the 
writer  is  not  approved.  But  Rav.  Papa  asks. 
What  is  to  be  the  decision  when  there  are 
three  amulets  for  one  man  ?  The  amulet  is 
certainly  not  approved,  the  writer  may  or  may 
not  be.  Shall  we  say  that  he  cured  him  ? 
Or  was  it  perhaps  the  influence  of  the  stars, 
belonging  to  that  man,  that  had  an  affinity 
for  that  which  was  written  ?  That  must  re- 
main undecided."  (Shabbath,  fol.  61,  col.  2.) 
Here  we  have  the  influence  of  the  stars  again, 
and  that  not  in  the  case  of  the  heathen,  but 
in  the  case  of  Israelites.  The  whole  passage 
refers  to  none  but  Israelites.  The  question, 
from  which  this  digression  about  amulets 
arose,  was  whether  it  is  lawful  to  wear  amulets 
on  the  Sabbath-day,  a  question  concerning 
the  Jews,  and  them  only.  In  this  question, 
then,  we  find  the  doctrine  of  Sidereal  influ- 


ence mixed  up,  or  rather  so  certainly  pre-sup- 
posed  as  to  prevent  the  solution  of  "a  doubt. 
A  case  is  supposed  where  a  man  has  been 
cured  by  the  help  of  three  amulets,  and  thence 
arises  a  doubt  as  to  whether  the  maker  may 
be  considered  as  an  approved  writer  of  amulets  ; 
and  upon  this  case  R.  Papa  does  not  venture 
to  decide,  because  it  is  possible  that  the  cure 
may  be  owing  to  the  influence  of  the  stars. 
How  can  there  be  a  stronger  proof  of  faith  in 
the  power  of  the  stars  over  Israelites  as  well 
as  over  other  persons  ? 

This  passage  proves  incontrovertibly  that 
the  heathen  notion  of  astrology  is  inseparably 
interwoven  with  the  religious  system  of  the 
oral  law,  but  it  also  presents  to  our  conside- 
ration another  circumstance  equally  startling, 
and  that  is,  that  the  oral  law  sanctions  the  use 
of  amulets  or  charms,  as  a  cure  for  or  defence 
against  sickness  and  other  evils.  What,  is  it 
possible,  that  the  Jews  who  think  that  their 
religion  is  the  true  religion  revealed  by  God 
to  Moses,  and  whose  chief  objection  to  Chris- 
tianity is  the  fear  lest  it  should  lead  them  to 
strange  gods,  is  it  possible  that  this  people 
should  still  entertain  the  old  heathen  notion 
concerning  amulets  ?  Yes,  whilst  the  follow, 
ers  of  Jesus  of  Nazareth  have  learned  from 
him  to  renounce  this  superstitious  and  wicked 
practice,  the  Jews,  taught  by  those  who  re- 
jected and  crucified  him,  still  believe  in  the 
oral  law  which  teaches  the  manner  of  making 
and  using  charms.  But  perhaps  some  one 
will  say,  it  occurs  only  in  theGemara,  but  not 
in  the  Mishna.  This  is  at  all  times  but  a 
poor  apology  for  the  oral  law,  or  rather  an 
open  confession  that  the  greatest  part  of  that 
law  is  indefensible,  but  it  will  not  serve  here. 
The  doctrine  of  amulets  proceeds  from  the 
Mishna,  which  says, — 

:  nnoinrr  'p  ir«\u  pn  3?'Qpi  «'?"! 

"  It  is  not  lawful  to  go  forth  on  the  Sab- 
bath-day with  an  amulet  unless  it  be  from  an 
approved  person."  The  Gemara  then  takes 
up  this  commandment,  and  comments  thus 
upon  it, — 

y^Qp  'nooi  i^ii;  xnoim  -\v  t^n^n  ab  ndd  i"i  i?d« 
Npn  i^'Dp  «no^n  s'^i  :"y«  X132  xno'cn  |r3  aba 
i<':ii  rmoion  p  iri^ffi*  ^on  £>^Dpi  n"?!  '•znpi  'a3 
nnoin  i>>Qp  "inr«  V'n  o"id  'nmn  ij^xttJ]on  '3np 
i"'^Dp  in«i  ans  b'i:  v'>d?  itih  vbsL'^  n:xo^  «C'i^  b'2 
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'Casa  nVin  int^"!  h^dd  ii  ©'"o  rtbin  inx  pp-i"'  V^d 
:  '1D1  HDD^  NVi?  «b.^  ncDyi)  xb  h^dd  in 
"  Rav.  Papa  says,  do  not  think  that  it  is 
necessary  that  both  the  man  and  the  amulet 
must  be  approved  ;  it  is  enough  if  the  man 
be  approved,  even  though  the  amulet  be  not 
approved.  The  proof  is,  that  the  Mishna  says, 
'  Unless  the  amulet  be  from  an  approved  per- 
son,' but  does  not  say,  '  Unless  the  amulet 
be  approved,'  from  which  it  is  plain.  Our 
rabbies  have  taught  thus,  What  is  an  ap- 
proved amulet?  Any  amulet  that  has  effected 
a  curt'j  and  done  so  twice  or  thrice.  The 
doctrine  holds  good,  whether  the  amulet  be 
a  written  one,  or  made  of  roots — whether  the 
man  be  dangerously  ill  or  not — not  only  if 
he  be  epileptic,  but  that  he  may  not  become 
epileptic."  (Shabbath,  fol.  61,  col.  1.)  From 
this  it  appears  that  there  are  two  sorts  of 
amulets,  one  containing  some  written  words, 
the  other  made  of  roots  of  various  kinds^  and 
it  is  equally  plain  that  the  object  of  wearing 
them  was  either  to  prevent  sickness  or  to 
effect  a  cure.  On  the  Sabbath  those  only  are 
lawful,  which  have  been  manufactured  by  a 
man,  who  has  already  established  his  character 
for  making  efficacious  amulets,  or  which  have 
been  already  tried  and  proved  to  be  so.  This 
is  the  doctrine  of  the  Talmud,  and  let  every 
Jew  remember  that  this  doctrine  is  not  ex- 
tracted from  the  legendary  part,  but  from  those 
laws  which  are  binding  upon  the  consciences 
of  all  who  acknowledge  an  oral  law.  And 
this  is  not  any  private  opinion  of  our  own,  as 
may  be  seen  by  referring  to  any  compilation 
where  the  laws  are  collected,  as  for  instance 
the  Jad  Hachazakah,  where  this  law  is  thus 
expressed:  — 
r^r^72^•o  r'Qp  i<"irr  m  \yi  •  nnnra  r^npi  ]''b?!jv"i 

"  It  is  lawful  to  go  out  with  an  approved 
amulet.  What  is  an  approved  amulet  ?  One 
that  has  cured  three  persons,  or  has  been 
made  by  a  man  who  has  cured  three  persons 
with  other  amulets."  (Hilchoth  Shabbath, 
c.  xix.  14.)  The  Arbah  Turim  enters  more 
at  length  into  the  subject,  thus — 
nnma  i^in  l:.v?t  rrnoiQ  12\^m)  rnpi  D\^ijv  |"'« 

"^mi^b  hjiia  ^nnn\vT  ^n^nbir'  ixD-n  'i"i:«  '^i  inn  v-nb 
]->ii  cai  '•"©nb  -i^^-j:  xb  bah?  mriD'tD  nrD  bDi  M-nb 
r>Dp  ^nonw  «:vd  xb  •  inx  ^z:lr^y  ex  nnaio  r-^opn 

\d"dt  d-:^}  bb  'n?D"iD  m^x  nnMixo  cdi-d  irdbxo 
n'n:i«  Oi  nn^^  -cnb  nnDO  p;D  i-^Qpi  «-\i3  ^ncrw 
coi'D  mrb'iD  nnx  cnj^b  ii><  '■'\r;3X  'ab  nb^rin  nnx  bDi 
innnxi  iin3^^^  m;i<  bD2  rn  cnbb  xni:  ''ncn\^ 
uii^'7  D^r^Qp  O  nriD  c«  bi><  •  nnx'  bnb  "ibbn  rrn^b? 
:5:'^op  xbi  «-ii:i  ^n?Dn\^  sb  d^ds-d  '.i  \sdit  in« 
^x  anD  b^""  win  hJ:\r»  Nb  'nrii2'\r:i  VDp^  nN:ab  ^moi 


iinw  iib  ib^Ds  «b.^  nj^iDib  "inbim  12D  heo:'©  «bi 
i3inN'  abxD  inbim  )'Dd:  'nca^^DD  .sin©  Nb«  'binn 

"  It  is  not  lawful  to  go  out  in  an  amulet, 
which  is  not  approved,  but  if  it  be  approved, 
it  is  lawful.  Whether  it  be  the  man  or 
the  amulet  which  is  approved,  makes  no  dif- 
ference ;  for  instance,  if  a  man  have  written 
one  and  the  same  charm  in  three  copies,  and 
all  three  have  effected  a  cure,  the  man  is  ap' 
proved  with  respect  to  that  charm  every  time 
that  he  writes  it,  but  not  with  respect  to  other 
charms ;  neither  is  the  amulet  approved  if 
written  by  another.  There  is  also  no  differ- 
ence in  the  case,  when  the  amulet  is  approved, 
but  the  man  not  so ;  for  instance,  if  a  man 
write  one  charm,  and  only  one  copy,  and  has 
with  it  effected  a  cure  three  times,  then  that 
copy  is  approved  for  every  man.  A  third 
case  is,  when  both  the  man  and  the  amulet 
are  approved ;  for  instance,  if  a  man  write 
one  charm  in  three  copies,  and  each  has  been 
of  use  to  three  men  or  to  one  man  three  times, 
then  the  man  is  approved  with  respect  to  this 
charm  in  every  copy  which  he  may  write,  and 
these  copies  are  considered  as  approved  for  the 
use  of  all  men.  But  if  he  have  written  three 
different  amulets  for  one  man,  and  have  cured 
him  three  times,  then  neither  the  man  nor  the 
amulet  is  approved.  Further,  it  is  lawful  to 
go  out  with  an  approved  amulet,  whether  it 
be  a  writing  or  one  made  of  roots,  and  whe- 
ther the  man  be  dangerously  ill  or  not. 
Neither  is  it  necessary  that  he  should  have 
been  already  epileptic,  and  now  makes  use  of 
it  for  a  cure.  On  the  contrary,  if  he  be  of  an 
epileptic  family,  and  wear  it  as  a  preventive, 
it  is  lawful."  (Orach  Chaiim,  sec.  301.) 
There  can  be  no  mistake  here.  This  is  Jew- 
ish law  binding  upon  all  who  acknowledge 
tradition.  Neither  is  it  a  doubtful  or  passing 
notice ;  on  the  contrary,  the  different  cases 
are  all  enumerated,  and  every  particular  spe- 
cified. The  oral  law  here  gives  the  most  un- 
qualified sanction  to  the  use  of  amulets  or 
charms,  and  that  even  on  the  Sabbath-day. 
That  such  charms  are  near  akin  to  magic 
'-or  witchcraft  is  plain  from  the  nature 
and  purpose  of  the  manufacture,  and 
from  the  undisguised  use  of  the  word  \cnb 
"  charm  ;"  but  there  is  a  passage  in  Rashi's 
commentary  on  another  Talmudic  treatise, 
which  puts  this  beyond  all  doubt ;  we  there- 
fore give  both  the  text  and  the  commentary— 

;no  D'^bvc  ip-jn  bbnb  vn  D^i^nbn  '':^'0XD  pn  i:n 
]n?D  D^tabTU  "im  n\r)a3  no^3tJ  p^br-  'n^rn^n  onxn 
''":i:i  Dn-iJi"'  p3  ]i  ytJin'3  non  pb  -nQi-n-iJ  d^ixt 
Ti^i^  n"n  •jbi^i'c  ]t:p  bxnir  p  p:r  ibiDitt?  bnj 
x:v::r2i  i^npn  n'^rr  t<7\!;  \s>dt  p  pnv  p-i  by  vb» 
vbpi  'nDiD  ^•p^'^p'^^  mm  'pMpi  mn:m  niDbrr  N"ra3 
D'D2iD  mbtt^oi  xnTinai  msipni  miM''  '^-\v^  pinm 
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'Dsbn  nn"^^  D'bpi  ^\T^'^^  nn-ij  nn^vL-  z^'b^w  'Vrcoi 

:  "IDT  rnxD 
*'  Our  rabbies  have  handed  down  the  ixa- 
dition  that  Hillfel  the  elder  had  eighty  dis- 
ciples, of  whom  thirty  were  as  worthy  as 
Moses  our  master  to  have  the  Shechinah 
resting  upon  them.  Thirty  others  were  as 
worthy  as  Joshua  the  son  of  Nun  that  for 
them  the  sun  should  stand  still.  Twenty 
were  in  the  middle  rank,  of  whom  the  greatest 
was  Jonathan  the  son  of  Uziel ;  and  the  least 
of  all  was  Rabbi  Johanan  ben  Zachai.  Of 
this  last-named  rabbi  it  is  said,  that  he  did 
not  leave  unstudied  the  Bible  or  the  Mishna, 
Gemara,  the  constitutions,  the  Agadoth,  the 
niceties  of  the  law  and  the  Scribes,  the  argu- 
ment, a  fortiori,  and  from  similar  premises, 
the  theory  of  the  change  of  the  moon,  Ge- 
matria,  the  parables  taken  from  grapes  and 
from  foxes,  the  language  of  demons,  the  lan- 
guage of  palm-trees,  and  the  language  of  the 
ministering  angels,"  &c.  (Bava  Bathra,  fol. 
134,  col.  1.)  This  was  pretty  well,  consider- 
ing that  he  was  the  least  of  the  eighty  ;  what 
then  must  have  been  the  knowledge  of  the 
others  ?  This  tradition  alone,  from  its  gross 
exaggeration,  would  be  sufficient  to  mark  the 
character  of  the  rabbies  as  false  witnesses. 
It  is' plainly  a  fable,  such  as  one  might  expect 
in  the  Arabian  Nights'  entertainments,  but 
not  in  a  law  that  professes  to  have  come  from 
God.  It  is  another  proof  that  the  account  of 
the  oral  law  is  a  mere  fiction.  But  our  object 
in  quoting  the  passage  here,  is  to  point  out  its 
connexion  with  charms  and  amulets.  It  tells 
us  that  this  rabbi  understood  the  language  of 
the  ministering  angels ;  now  what  use  was 
this  ?  Rashi  tells  us  in  his  commentary, 
CS"'2'C"'nb  to  conjure  or  to  adjure  them ;  that  is, 
to  compel  them  to  serve  him,  when  he  ad- 
jured them ;  that  is,  by  their  means  to  act  the 
part  of  a  conjuror.  It  may  perhaps  be  said, 
these  were  the  good  angels,  with  whom  a  holy 
man  might  hold  converse,  but  we  are  also 
told  that  he  understood  "  the  language  of 
demons."  What  was  the  object  of  this? 
Rashi  answers  again — 

"  For  the  purpose  of  adjuring  them  :  and 
hence  it  follows  that  amulets  may  be  made  in 
order  to  effect  cures."  From  this  it  appears 
that  the  Talmud  allows  a  man  to  have  con- 
verse with  evil  spirits,  and  that  this  precedent 
establishes  the  lawfulness  of  amulets.  And 
this  is  the  religion  of  the  oral  law,  these  the 
doctrines  and  practices  of  the  men  who  re- 
jected Jesus  of  Nazareth !  Here  is  real 
heathenism,  not  one  shade  of  which  appears 
in  the  New  Testament.  Oh  !  how  different  is 
this  from  the  doctrine  of  IMoses  and  the  pro- 
phets. The  oral  law  sends  sick  men  to  seek 
help  in  amulets  and  charms,  but  not  to  the  God 


of  Israel.  Now  what  difference  is  there  between 
this  and  the  conduct  of  Ahaziah,  when  he  fell 
down  through  the  lattice  in  his  upper  cham- 
ber in  Samaria,  and  was  sick  ?  "He  sent 
messengers,  and  said  unto  them.  Go  inquire 
of  Beelzebub,  the  God  of  Ekron,  whether  I 
shall  recover  of  this  disease.  But  the  angel  of 
the  Lord  said  to  Elijah  the  Tishbite,  Arise, 
go  up  to  meet  the  messengers  of  the  King  of 
Samaria,  and  say  unto  them,  Is  it  not  because 
there  is  not  a  God  in  Israel,  that  ye  go  to  in- 
quire of  Beelzebub  the  God  of  Ekron  ?"  (2 
Kings  i.  2,  3. )  And  so  it  may  still  be  said 
to  Israel,  Is  it  not  because  there  is  not  a  God 
in  Israel,  that  ye  go  to  amulets  and  charms 
in  order  to  get  cured  of  your  diseases  ?  Moses 
points  to  God  as  the  great  physician ;  he  says, 
"  Wherefore  it  shall  come  to  pass,  if  ye 
hearken  to  these  judgments,  and  keep  and  do 
them,  that  the  Lord  thy  God  shall  keep  unto 
thee  the  covenant  and  the  mercy  which  he 
sware  unto  thy  fathers.  And  the  Lord  will 
take  away  from  thee  all  sickness."  (Deut. 
vii.  12 — 15.)     God  himself  says — 

:  "jxEii  mrr  »:» 

"  I  am  the  Lord  that  healeih  thee." 
(Exod.  XV.  26.)  But  the  oral  law  leads  men 
away  from  God,  and  tells  them  to  go  to  an 
approved  man  and  to  get  an  approved  amulet, 
and  for  this  allows  to  learn  the  language  of 
demons,  and  to  compel  them  by  adjuration  to 
be  subservient.  Where,  in  all  the  Old  Tes- 
tament, is  there  any  tiding  like  this?  When 
the  widow's  son  was  sick,  Elijah  did  not  give 
her  an  amulet  to  make  him  well,  and  yet,  if 
there  were  such  things,  it  might  be  supposed 
that  he  knew  of  them,  and  knew  how  to  make 
them ;  in  short,  that  he  was  an  approved  man 
and  could  make  an  approved  amulet ;  but 
Elijah's  trust  was  not  in  such  heathen  non- 
sense, but  in  the  God  of  Israel.  Before  Him 
he  prostrated  himself,  and  said,  "  O  Lord 
my  God,  I  pray  thee,  let  this  child's  soul 
come  into  him  again."  (1  Kings  xvii.  22.) 
When  Hezekiah  was  sick,  we  read  not  that  he 
sent  for  an  approved  amulet,  but  that  "  He 
turned  his  face  towards  the  wall,  and  prayed 
unto  the  Lord."  Not  charms,  but  faith  and 
prayer,  are  the  amulets  of  the  Old  Testament, 
and  also  of  the  New.  The  Lord  Jesus  Christ 
wrought  many  miracles  of  healing,  and  mul- 
titudes of  sick  people  applied  to  him  for  re- 
lief,  but  he  never  directed  them  to  amulets  in 
order  to  attain  it.  His  direction  is,  "  Be  not 
afraid,  only  believe."  (Mark  v.  36.)  His 
disciples  also  wrought  great  miracles  on  the 
sick,  but  not  by  amulets.  Their  confession 
is,  "  His  name,  through  faith  in  his  name, 
hath  given  him  this  perfect  soundness  in  the 
presence  of  you  all."  (Acts  iii.  16.)  And 
their  command  is,  not  to  wear  amulets,  but  to 
pray.     "  Is  any  sick  among  you  ?     Let  him 
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call  for  tlie  elders  of  the  Church  ;  and  let 
them  pray  over  hun,  anointing  him  with  oil 
in  the  name  of  the  liOrd  ;  and  the  prayer  of 
faith  shall  save  the  sick,  and  the  Lord  shall 
raise  him  up  ;  and  if  he  have  committed  sins 
they  shall  be  forgiven  him.  The  effectual 
fervent  prayer  of  a  righteous  man  availeth 
much.  Elias  was  a  man  subject  to  like  pas- 
sions as  we  are,  and  he  prayed  earnestly  that 
it  might  not  rain,  and  it  rained  not  on  the 
earth  by  the  space  of  three  years  and  six 
months.  And  he  prayed  again,  and  the 
heaven  gave  rain,  and  the  earth  brought  forth 
her  fruit."  (James  v.  13 — 18.)  This  is 
the  doctrine  of  the  New  Testament,  exactly 
agreeing  with  that  of  Moses  and  the  prophets, 
so  that  you  need  not  fear  that  Christianity 
will  lead'  you  to  heathenism  ;  on  the  contrary, 
it  will  lead  you  back  from  the  heathenism  of 
magic,  and  astrology,  and  amulets,  to  the  God 
of  Israel. 

But  there  is  another  feature,  in  this  doctrine 
concerning  amulets,  which  must  not  be  over- 
looked, and  that  is  that  the  manufacture  of 
amulets  may  be  made  a  mere  trade  for  col- 
lecting the  money  of  the  credulous.  If  a  man 
get  a  reputation  as  an  approved  manufacturer, 
the  believers  in  the  oral  law  will  naturally 
apply  to  him  in  case  of  sickness,  or  other  cir- 
cumstances, where  amulets  are  of  service,  and 
of  course  the  remedy  is  not  to  be  had  for  no- 
thing. We  have  known  and  heard  of  such 
things  both  in  the  west  and  in  the  east.  And 
thus  the  poor  Israelites  are  led  away  from  the 
God  of  Israel,  and  induced,  as  the  prophet 
says,  "  To  spend  their  money  for  that  which 
is  not  bread,  and  their  labour  for  that  which 
satisfieth  not."  But  what  a  testimony  does 
this  whole  doctrine  furnish  to  the  conduct  and 
the  doctrine  of  Jesus  of  Nazareth  ?  His  great 
endeavour  was  to  show  the  apostacy  of  the 
oral  law,  and  to  lead  the  people  back  from 
tradition  to  the  Holy  Scriptures.  \^''as  he 
right  or  was  he  wrong  ?  Which  is  the  reli- 
gion, of  the  oral  law  or  of  the  New  Testament, 
most  agreeable  to  the  religion  revealed  to 
Moses  and  the  prophets  ?  Is  the  practice  of 
magic  a  Mosaic  doctrine?  Is  permission  to 
hold  converse  with  evil  demons  a  IMosaic  doc- 
trine ?  Is  astrology  a  Mosaic  doctrine  ?  Is  the 
manufacture  of  amulets  and  charms  a  Mosaic 
doctrine  ?  No ;  they  are  all  directly  opposed  to 


the  doctrine  and  commandments"  of  Moses, 
and  the  practice  of  all  the  holy  men  of  old. 
Are  these  things  doctrines  of  the  oral  law  ? 
Yes.  Are  they  the  doctrines  of  the  New 
Testament  ?  No.  Christians  are  taught  to 
abstain  from  all  such  things.  Then  in  this, 
at  least,  Christianity  is  more  like  Mosaism. 
How  long  will  the  Jews  suffer  themselves  to 
be  thus  deluded  and  imposed  upon  ?  Many 
are  perhaps  ignorant  of  the  details  of  that 
system  which  they  profess,  but  such  igno- 
rance is  highly  culpable.  If  men  profess  a 
religion,  they  ought  to  know  what  it  is,  and 
what  are  its  doctrines,  and  what  the  practices 
which  it  prescribes.  Modern  Judaism  teaches, 
as  the  truth  of  God,  all  these  heathenish  no- 
tions and  practices  ;  it  is  time,  then,  for  the 
Jews  to  inquire  whether  this  be  the  true  re- 
ligion in  which  they  have  continued  for  so 
many  centuries,  and  if  not,  to  stand  in  the 
ways  and  ask  for  the  old  paths.  It  is  a  vain 
thing  for  a  few  individuals  of  the  nation  to 
attempt  to  deny  that  these  superstitions  are  an 
essential  portion  of  modern  Judaism.  As 
long  as  the  oral  law  is  acknowledged  to  be  of 
divine  authority,  that  oral  law  must  itself  be 
taken  as  the  witness  for  its  own  doctrines,  and 
the  standard  of  the  modern  Jewish  religion. 
There  is  no  possible  middle  course  ;  either 
Jews  must  altogether  and  publicly  renounce 
the  Talmud  as  false,  superstitious,  and  hea- 
thenish, or  they  must  be  content  to  be  re- 
garded in  one  of  two  characters,  either  as  its 
faithful  disciples,  who  believe  all  it  says,  or  as 
timid  men-pleasers,  who  are  afraid  to  confess 
the  truth  of  God,  or  to  protest  against  -the  er- 
rors of  man,  lest  they  should  suffer  some 
worldly  loss  or  inconvenience.  But  is  it  pos- 
sible that  cowards,  in  the  cause  of  God,  should 
be  found  amongst  the  people  of  Gideon,  who 
stood  boldly  against  the  idolatry  of  a  whole 
city,  and  overthrew  the  altar  of  Baal,  or 
amongst  the  offspring  of  Hananiah,  Mishael, 
and  Azariah,  who  dared  a  fiery  furnace,  or 
amidst  the  countrymen  of  Daniel  who  trembled 
not  at  the  view  of  the  lion's  den  ?  No,  we 
will  rather  believe  that  all  the  Jews  are  still 
bigoted  Talmudists,  and  that  when  they  cease 
to  be,  they  will  come  forward  with  the  spirit 
of  their  fathers  and  the  strength  of  their  God 
to  vindicate  the  truth. 
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Jew  and  Gentile  will  agree  that 
"on  is  the  fear  of  the  Lord,  but  the 
is  hov/  are  we  to  know  it,  and  what 
arks  that  will  help  us  to  distinguish 
rom  the  false  ?  The  M^ord  of  God 
ly,  of  which  at  present  we  select  this 

fear  of  the  Lord  is  the  beginning  of 
(Psalm  cxi.  10.)  True  religion, 
>le  teaches,  does  not  only  better  the 
;  also  improves  the  understanding ; 
alse  religion  not  only  corrupts,  but 
;s  its  votaries  foolish.  This  is  the 
uniform  representation  of  the  Bible,  and  thus 
we  read  of  true  religion,  "  The  law  of  the 
Lord  is  perfect,  converting  the  soul :  the  tes- 
timony of  the  Lord  is  sure,  making  wise  the 
simple."  (Psalm  xix.  70  And  again  the 
wisest  of  men  says,  "  Then  shalt  thou  un- 
derstand righteousness,  judgment,  and  equity ; 
yea  every  good  path.  When  wisdom  entereth 
into  thine  heart,  and  knowledge  is  pleasant 
to  thy  soul,  discretion  shall  preserve  thee, 
understanduig  shall  keep  thee."  (Prov.  ii. 
9—11.)  The  votaries  of  false  religion  are  on 
the  contrary  described  as  devoid  of  all  wisdom. 
"  They  are  altogether  brutish  and  foolish  ; 
the  stock  is  a  doctrine  of  vanities."  (Jer.  x.  8.) 
And,  again,  ''  None  considereth  in  his  heart, 
neither  is  there  knowledge  nor  understanding 
to  say,  I  have  burned  part  of  it  in  the  fire ; 
yea,  also,  I  have  baked  bread  on  the  coals 
thereof;  I  have  roasted  flesh  and  eaten  it  ; 
and  shall  I  make  the  residue  thereof  an  abo- 
mination ?  Shall  I  fall  down  to  the  stock  of 
a  tree  ?  He  feedeth  on  ashes :  a  deceived 
heart  hath  turned  him  aside,  that  he  cannot 
deliver  his  soul,  nor  say.  Is  there  not  a  lie  in 
my  right  hand  ?"  (Isaiah  xliv.  19,  20.) 
According  to  these  passages  of  Scripture  wis- 
dom is  a  test  of  true  religion,  and  folly  of  a 
false  one,  let  us  then  apply  this  test  to  the  re- 
ligion of  the  oral  law,  does  it  commend  itself 
to  the  understanding  by  its  wisdom,  and  the 
wisdom  of  its  teachers  ?  It  is  true,  that  it 
speaks  well  of  itself,  and  calls  all  its  doctors 
C^n^n  '■  Wise  men,"  but  the  chapter  on 
amulets,  quite  fresh  in  tlie  memory  of  our 
readers,  excites  some  doubts  upon  the  subject, 
though  of  these  we  considered  only  the  theory. 
The  histories,  which  the  Talmud  gives  of  the 
Rabbinical  practice  with  regard  to  such  charms. 


lead  to  the  inevitable  conclusion  that  wisdom 
is  not  one  of  the  characteristics  of  the  oral 
law.  Take  for  example  the  following  direc- 
tion to  stop  a  bleeding  at  the  nose  : — 

'3rt  n^b  2"inD'3  Vh  ^X1  3?-IDOb  'pQID  12  ^b^-CLJ  'CD  «3« 

n>n>b  «b  \y"i  n:Q  'oa  'b  □s-o  F]D3  'oi  ^bi  c^lD 
KD!D"npT  Kp\ns'  K"-nQ-i  xb\usi  'rocD^i  Kip5? 
any  >n^bi  mn  nni  in^'bpDi  wTbV'^T  a^}^^:D^  xp-nDi 
b2•\y2^  «bm  •©"n'zibi  'nbTic  'mn  bMT:^  i<-\on 
u'-oTf  nQ«  'irvb  «b  'i^i  nn'n^i  yn'2^  pn  xQTc^pi 
«riD  m  mp'DT  ydd'di  i-c-n  'DbD  mrao  «b:^i 
rvTi  X3'T0  bpMJ"'3i  KD^:  '^nb  mn^  Tni  h?D^j  'xrib 
\'-nno  i>?b«QtJi  nn"-!"!  n"'bi^oMn  «riD  ^mntD  ^ron 
SD'^o^L'2^  x-TDn  xnb\ns  \mn  biiJ^Di  n^ron  ^^i-ia 
in"3i  i'^antD  «mn  n\-i^b  j^b  \^t  nn-nn  n\T'3T  i^2".:2 
pcc^b  «'o  '271  ^CQT  'D'H  'D  TiQ-'bi  rcbi"  ^'\^•'b^  a^'Ci 
:  '^<n^:bD  11  «''2bDT  rr-m 
"  For  a  bleeding  at  the  nose,  let  a  man  be 
brought  who  is  a  priest,  and  whose  name  is 
Levi,  and  let  him  write  the  word  Levi  back- 
wards. If  this  cannot  be  done,  get  a  layman, 
and  let  him  write  the  foUowing  words  back, 
wards: — 'Ana  pipi  Shila  bar  sumki,'*  or 
let  him  r/rite  these  words,  '  Taam  dli  bemi 
keseph,  taam  li  bemi  paggan,'f  or  let  him 
take  a  root  of  grass,  and  the  cord  of  an  old 
bed,  and  paper  and  saffron,  and  the  red  part 
of  the  inside  of  a  palm-tree,  and  let  him  burn 
them  together,  and  let  him  take  some  wool, 
and  twist  two  threads,  and  let  him  dip  them 
in  vinegar,  and  then  roll  them  in  the  ashes, 
and  put  them  into  his  nose.  Or  let  him  look 
out  for  a  small  stream  of  water  that  flows  from 
east  to  west,  and  let  him  go  and  stand  with 
one  leg  on  each  side  of  it,  and  let  him  take 
with  his  right  hand  some  mud  from  under  his 
left  foot,  and  with  his  left  hand  from  under 
his  right  foot,  and  let  him  twist  two  threads 
of  wool,  and  dip  them  in  the  mud,  and  put 
them  into  his  nostrils.  Or  let  him  be  placed 
under  a  spout,  and  let  water  be  brought  and 
poured  upon  him,  and  let  tliL;m  say,  '  As  this 
water  ceases  to  flow,  so  let  the  blood  of  M., 
the  son  of  the  woman  N.,  also  cease.'  " 
(Gittin,  fob  G9,  col.  1.)  Now  we  ask  any 
Jew  of  common  sense,  whether  this  passage 
savours  most  of  wisdom  or  folly  ?     Vinegar 

*  The  only    explanation  wliich  Raslii  gives    of 
these  words  is  j^in  ^'nb»  "  It  's  a  charm." 
t  S^in  ^nb  "  it  's  a  charm."     Rashi. 
H 
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find  water  may  be  very  useful  in  such  a  case, 
or  even  mud,  if  used  in  sufficient  quantity, 
might  stop  up  the  nose,  and  therefore  stop  the 
bleeding  too,  but  what  manner  of  benefit  can 
proceed  from  the  word  Levi  written  back- 
wards, or  from  those  words  which  Rashi  pro- 
nounces to  be  magical  ?  Why  is  the  mud  of 
water  flowing  from  east  to  west  more  effica- 
cious, and  why  is  it  to  be  taken  with  the 
right  hand  from  under  the  left  foot,  and  with 
the  left  hand  from  under  the  right  foot  ? 
Plainly  because  the  authors  of  this  passage 
thought  there  was  some  charm  or  magic 
power,  and  their  minds  were  so  overpowered 
by  superstition,  as  to  lead  them  to  disregard 
the  plain  words  of  Moses  forbidding  all  magic. 
It  cannot  be  pretended  that  this  is  a  rare  case, 
the  Talmud  abounds  in  such  remedies,  all 
equally  wise.  For  instance  take  the  following 
mode  of  treatment  for  the  scratch  or  bite  of  a 
mad  dog  :— 

iim  mriD  vd  ttdw  a'?3i  now  nnn  Tru^n  -\"n 
'prroy  vmD-r  b:s/  ^b  n:ia  11311  mm-iD  V3i«i  P]Tqid 
j^toMj:  ibip  i^^Ji  mi3  ^«  anoih)  mj^i  D>D-n  n'*!?! 
bxiQttJi  11  nipn'O'D  nv3D©i  d^^d  ~\a«  n  ^irr  'xn?D 
rrhTDp'ob  i^ya  in^^^i  "-xn  vbi?  mi^  n5>i  nn  -loi^ 
]':nin  ^'«  im«  piin^ri  bxin-o  "nil  ">Dn  p^^:,r^  'nn 
rrb  n'D:i  pnon  m  f]>Tn  p-iwn  ini  nV«  inix 
rr]«D  vibw:  n^n:pn  'iim  pnon  nu  f]>^m  n^^n 
"irr>:^n  in  "'i  r|n  i-\uin^  i-n  rrni  «:irT  n  r;im>3i 
'n!?!M  'nD""p  -rax  t:^nii  n^os^nb  irr^^nri?  «pvi7i 
"rax  '\iDpn  ^«Q  n'«n  ■rvb  nsn  n-^ri  n^nn  noDnni 
x^D^D  «]«  "b?  iin2^3i  Niim  'tai  kd^''Q  >n'D  "i« 

^n:3  TliD  "jb!?  ^DITID  Mim  ><2«T  XD^D«  i>}n>3bs  12 

nii«?i:j  'n  rr  rr  Diiibp  'i^p  'i^p  nb  noi^i  Dii^bp 
n^  nip  'i  iTOnipbi  x^:«?Db  inrnb\r>3i  rrbo  pa  ''n« 
in^miDi  '-ii^ni  in^^bp^i  irro'pQ^i  5<n\D  "-m'  -lonn 
«*D  ^n©  '1  i^n^  >ni^  'onn  -|:m  '••m  rrciDx  "'O'E-pb 
Ni^MJi  n^^iii  'm  'nbi  i^^un^T  «nn:ii  i<b«  \-i^>b  xb 
xni!>  'QV2D  "Ti  «ii<  ^<^^  'niQ  11  'ixi  «n  >3  pno^bi 
:  «inn  «nii:i  n^n^i^  n^b 
"  The  rabbies  have  handed  down  the  tra- 
dition, that  there  are  five  things  to  be  ob- 
served of  a  mad  dog  :  his  mouth  is  open,  his 
saliva  flows,  his  ears  hang  down,  his  tail  is 
between  his  legs,  and  he  goes  by  the  sides  of 
the  ways.  Some  say  also,  that  he  barks,  but 
his  voice  is  not  heard.  What  is  the  cause  of 
his  madness?  Rav  says,  it  proceeds  from 
this,  that  the  witches  are  making  their  sport 
with  him.  Samuel  says,  it  is  an  evil  spirit 
that  rests  upon  him.  What  is  the  difference  ? 
The  difference  is  this,  that  in  the  latter  case 
he  is  to  be  killed  by  some  missile  weapon. 
The  tradition*  agrees  with  Samuel,  for  it 
says,  In  killing  him  no  other  mode  is  to  be 
used  but  the  casting  of  some  missile  weapon. 
If  a  mad  dog  scratch  any  one,  he  is  in  danger  ; 
but  if  he  bite  him  he  will  die.     In  case  of  a 
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scratch  there  is  danger ;  what  then  is  the  re- 
medy ?     Let  the  man  cast  off  his  clothes  and 
run  away.      Rav   Huna,    the    son   of   Rav 
Joshua,  was  once  scratched  in  the  street  by 
one   of  them  ;  he  immediately  cast   off"  his 
clothes  and  ran  away.     He  also  says,  I  ful- 
filled in  myself  those  words,  '  Wisdom  giveth 
life  to  them  that  have  it.'     (Eccles.  vii.  12.) 
In  case  of  a  bite  the  man  will  die  ;  what  then 
is  the  remedy  ?    Abai  says,  He  must  take  the 
skin  of  a  male  adder,  and  write  vipon  it  these 
words,   'I,  M.,  the  son  of  the  woman  N., 
upon  the  skin  of  a  male  adder,  I  write  against 
thee,   Kanti,     Kanti,    Klirus.'      Some    say, 
'  Kandi,  Kandi,  Klurus,  Jah,  Jah,  Lord  of 
Hosts,  Amen,  Amen,  Selah.*     Let  him  also 
cast  off"  his  clothes,  and  bury  them  in  the 
grave-yard  for  twelve   months  of  the  year; 
then  let  him  take  them  up  and  burn  them  in 
an  oven,  and  let  him  scatter  the  ashes  at  the 
parting  of  the  roads.     But  during  these  twelve 
months  of  the  year,  when  he  drinks  water,  let 
him  drink  out  of  nothing  but  a  brass  tube, 
lest  he  should  see  the  phantom-form  of  the 
demon  and  be  endangered.     This  was  tried  by 
Abba,  the  son  of  Martha,  who  is  the  same  as 
Abba   the   son   of  Manjumi.      His   mother 
made  a  golden  tube  for  him."     (Joma,  foL 
83,  col.  1.)     This  is  a  very  plain  case  of  the 
use  of  an  amulet  and  of  magic,  but  whether 
it  be  a  proof  of  profound  wisdom,  we  leave  to 
the  judgment  of  the  reader.     What  good  can 
the  poor  man  get  from  certain  words  written 
on  the  skin  of  a  male  adder?  or  from  first 
burying   and  then  burning   his  clothes,  and 
scattering  the  ashes  on  the  cross-roads  ?     It 
cannot  be   pretended    that  this   is    medical 
treatment,  and  still  less  that  it  is  the  treat- 
ment commanded  by  the  Word  of  God.     If 
it  had  pleased  God  to  command  all  this,  we 
should  not  only  submit,  but  gladly  recom- 
mend this  recipe  in  every  similar  case.     To 
God  Almighty  no  man  can   prescribe.     He 
chooses  what  means  he  pleases,  and  may  do 
so  because  his  omnipotence  can  render  them 
effectual.     He  healed  the  Israelites  bitten  by 
the  fiery  serpents  by  the  sight  of  the  brazen 
image,   and   he  cuted  Naaman's  leprosy  by 
bathing  in  the  waters  of  Jordan.     Whatever 
then  be  the  means  which  He  prescribes,  our 
highest  wisdom  is  to  make  use  of  them.     But 
as  he  has  not  prescribed  the  means  recom- 
mended by  the  Talmud,  but  forbidden  them 
in  his  general  prohibition  of  magic,  we  must 
say   that   the  man  who  uses  them  has  bid 
adieu  to  all  true  wisdom.     No  wonder,  then, 
if  his  own  inventions  are  stamped  with  folly. 
But  what  will  our  readers  think  of  the  cause 
of  canine  madness   here   assigned  ?      "  Rav 
says,  It  proceeds  from   the  witches  who  are 
making  their  sport  with  him.     Samuel  says. 
It   is   an   evil   spirit  that  rests  upon  him." 
Rav  believed,  then,  that  God,  whose  mercies 
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are  over  all  his  works,  allows  wicked  women 
to  torment  his  creatures,  and  to  inflict  upon 
them  a  dreadful  malady  to  make  sport  for 
themselves.  Is  this  wise,  is  it  according  to 
Scripture  ?  This  is  the  doctrine  of  the  oral 
law  ;  and  if  Jesus  of  Nazareth  had  not  pro- 
tested against  it,  and  taught  a  true  doctrine  by 
asserting  the  truth  of  Scripture,  this  would  be 
the  universal  doctrine  and  practice  of  the 
Jews.  Whoever  believes  the  Talmud,  must 
believe  in  this  and  all  the  other  follies  which 
it  contains.  Whoever  rejects  these  things, 
confesses  that  the  Talmud  contains  what  is 
false  and  foolish,  and  thereby  shakes  or  rather 
overthrows  its  authority.  Some  person  will 
perhaps  say  that  similar  superstitions  and 
follies  have  been  found  amongst  Christians. 
We  grant  that  this  has  been  the  case  wherever 
Christians  have  departed  from  the  written 
Word  of  God,  but  can  any  thing  similar  be 
found  in  the  New  Testament  ?  That  book  is 
our  standard  of  Christianity.  As  you  say 
that  the  oral  law  is  of  divine  authority,  we 
say  that  the  New  Testament  is  of  divine  au- 
thority. We  point  out  to  you  these  follies, 
not  in  individual  Jews,  but  in  your  book  of 
authority.  If  you  would  make  out  a  parallel 
case,  you  must  do  the  same.  But  you  can- 
not. The  New  Testament  has  nothing  of 
the  kind ;  and  it  is  for  you  to  explain  how 
this  happens,  that  the  New  Testament,  which 
you  believe  to  be  false,  is  entirely  free  from 
every  thing  of  the  kind. 

Further,  we  ask  every  right-minded  Is- 
raelite, whether  he  is  not  shocked  at  that  pro- 
fanation of  the  reverend  and  holy  names  of 
God,  which  is  here  not  only  countenanced  but 
prescribed.  What  can  a  devout  Jew  think 
either  of  the  man  or  the  book  that  tells  us  to 
write  the  names, 

:  mxi!?  ^n^rr  n'  n^ 

"  Jah,  Jah,  the  Lord  of  Hosts,"  by  the 
side  of  such  nonsense  as  Kanti,Kanti,  Klurus? 
Would  he  say  that  this  is  consistent  with  true 
religion  ?  And  yet  this  profane  use  of  the 
name  of  God  for  magical  purposes,  is  not  rare 
in  the  Talmud.  The  following  is  another 
instance : — 

iMTQQT  xb:  'xn  «o"'  Tnn^  "-b  's>n'C«  run  nD« 
p-'nm  t^^ni  'n-nrn  «m3T  n^i?ii?  >3  nnn^D  nrco'? 
mts'n:?  'n  n^  rrav  "iujk  n^n«  rrbj?  p^pm  hdwhi  rrb 
XQ''  \mrT2  "b  wn-cDV  nn  -\?Dif<  n":i  nbo  p«  px 
p-'btx  mn  «nn  XDm  ^did  rrs^Q  nbn  xbnb  aby  ^•'i 
XTC1T  '1D1D1  n^ni-na  n  p^im  12?  abo^  ]yb1^  xrmxi 
'DtQ  ]Tbi  \V5T  xbn-im  'in  >v-i3  ^^r-mx  -ina  >a  «nm 
npixD  'mnn  'iinb  abp  «'?a  n^b  'o-n  '•'birro  p^bpo 

TiMin  'Dxo  ni!?  s^bi  abn  'lOin  xba  yMoi  'miu  ^in 

bin  -'ny^xD  "wnx  ib^nn  ab  ">3>:o  ex  'n  dx:  "ixTn  xb 

:  ^^^:MV'>  xbi  obiy  ptri  n^b  bn: 

"  Rabbah  says,  They  that  go  down  to  the 


sea  have  told  me,  that  when  a  wave  is  going 
to  overwhelm  a  ship,  sparks  of  white  light  are 
seen  on  its  head.  But  if  we  strike  it  with  a 
staff  on  which  are  graved  the  words,  '  I  am 
that  I  am,  Jah,  Lord  of  Hosts,  Amen,  Amen, 
Selah,'  it  subsides.  They  that  go  down  to 
the  sea  have  told  me,  that  the  distance  be- 
tween one  wave  and  another,  is  three  hundred 
miles.  It  happened  once  that  we  were  making 
a  voyage,  and  we  raised  a  wave  until  we  saw 
the  resting-place  of  the  least  of  all  the  stars. 
It  was  large  enough  to  sow  forty  bushels  of 
mustard  seed,  and  if  we  had  raised  it  more 
we  should  have  been  burned  by  the  vapour  of 
the  star.  One  wave  raised  its  voice  and  called 
to  its  companion,  O,  companion,  hast  thou 
left  any  thing  in  the  world  that  thou  hast  not 
overflowed?  Come,  and  let  us  destroy  it. 
It  replied.  Come  and  see  the  power  of  thy 
Lord.  I  could  not  overpass  the  sand  even  a 
hair's-breadth,  for  it  is  written,  '  Fear  ye  not 
me  ?  saith  the  Lord ;  will  ye  not  tremble  at 
my  presence,  which  have  placed  the  sand  for 
the  bound  of  the  sea,  by  a  perpetual  decree 
that  it  cannot  pass  it  ?'  (Jer.  v.  22.)"  (Bava 
Bathra,  fol.  73,  col.  1.)  Here  is  the  same 
profanation  of  the  peculiar  and  holy  names  of 
God ;  it  is  to  be  engraved  on  a  staff  either  to 
lay  or  to  raise  the  waves.  But  besides  the 
profanity,  just  consider  the  folly  of  this  whole 
story.  In  the  first  place,  it  ascribes  to  men, 
no  matter  whether  they  are  good  or  wicked, 
absolute  power  over  the  waves  of  the  sea. 
Anybody  can  engrave  those  names  of  God 
upon  a  staff,  anybody  can  use  the  staff  to 
strike  the  sea,  and  thus  a  wicked  man,  with- 
out either  faith,  fear,  or  love  of  God,  may 
make  and  use  an  instrument  which  almost 
invests  him  with  omnipotence.  Is  it  possible 
that  any  son  of  Israel  can  be  so  credulous  as 
to  believe  such  manifest  absurdity  ?  But  this 
story  reminds  us  again  of  the  utter  disregard 
of  truth  which  characterises  the  Talnuid. 
Here  we  are  told  that,  by  power  of  this  magic 
staff,  a  wave  was  raised  so  high  as  to  enable 
those  travellers  to  see  the  resting-place  of  the 
smallest  of  all  the  stars,  and  that  so  distinctly, 
too,  as  to  be  able  to  make  a  good  guess  at  its 
measure.  The  slightest  knowledge  of  modern 
astronomy  is  sufficient  to  show  not  only  the 
improbability,  but  the  utter  impossibility  of 
any  thing  of  the  kind.  The  least  of  the  stars 
visible  to  the  naked  eye  is  at  an  almost  im- 
measurable distance  from  the  earth,  so  as  to 
make  it  perfectly  ludicrous  to  talk  of  a  wave 
being  raised  to  such  a  height.  All  the  water 
on  the  face  of  the  globe  would  be  far  from 
sufficient  for  the  formation  of  one  such 
wave.  But  the  Talmud  intimates  that  they 
had  the  power  of  raising  it  still  higher,  and 
were  prevented  only  by  the  fear  of  being 
scorched.  But  the  Talmud  is  not  satisfied 
with  these  wonders,  it  goes  on  to  describe  a 
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conversation  between  two  waves.  The  com- 
mentator, who  evidently  believed  every  word 
of  the  story,  suggests  that  this  conversation 
was  carried  on  by  the  angels  presiding  over 
the  waves. 

ba  Dinn  KQ:niD  pr:?  imbD  ^->^p  ]no  aby  n^b  --dti 
:  en  cn^^r  c^:TOQn  c^Di-^bo  i>?o\n  xmp  cinn 
"  The  wave  lifted  up  its  voice,  that  is,  it 
cried,  and  so  we  find,  '  Deep  calleth  unto 
deep.'  And  perhaps  this  means  the  angels 
who  were  set  over  them."  The  commentator, 
it  appears,  had  no  doubt  of  the  truth  of  the 
story,  and  how  should  he  have,  if  he  believed 
in  the  Divine  authority  of  the  Talmud  ?  But 
we  ask  our  readers  do  they  believe  this  story — 
and  if  they  do  not,  why  not?  Because  it  is 
too  absurd,  and  too  far  beyond  the  bounds  of 
possibility.  Can,  then,  a  book  that  swarms 
with  similar  accounts  be  from  God?  By 
what  means  did  all  these  things  about  magic, 
astrology,  amulets,  magical  cures,  and  staves, 
get  into  the  Talmud  ?  No  doubt  they  were 
put  in  by  the  authors.  Either,  then,  the 
authors  believed  in  all  these  things,  or  they 
did  not.  If  they  did  not  believe  in  them, 
then  they  were  evidently  bad  men,  who  deli- 
berately wrote  falsehood.  But  if  they  did 
believe  these  things,  then,  though  not  guilty 
of  wilful  falsehood,  they  were  credulous, 
superstitious  persons,  who  had  no  clear  idea  of 
the  religion  of  Moses  and  the  prophets  ;  and 
in  either  case,  they  are  n}ost  unsafe  guides  in 
religion.  It  is  for  the  Jews  of  the  present 
day  to  consider  whether  they  will  still  adhere 
to  a  system  that  involves  the  belief  of  so  many 
incredibilities,  and  sanctions  the  profanation 
of  the  names  of  God  for  the  purposes  of  magic. 
Eighteen  centuries  are  surely  long  enough  to 
have  remained  in  such  thick  darkness.  Those 
who  have  been  brought  up  in  such  a  systei^i 
ought  now,  at  least,  to  arise  and  ask  what 
have  they  and  their  forefathers  been  about  all 
this  while  ?  And  how  it  is  that  the  New 
Testament,  which  they  have  rejected,  is  en- 
tirely free  from  such  deformities  ?  Something 
has  been  decidedly  wrong,  or  the  chosen  peo- 
ple of  God  could  not  have  remained  so  long  in 
captivity,  unheeded  and  unhelped  by  the 
Holy  One  of  Israel.  An  exhibition  of  the 
doctrines  of  the  oral  law  explains  the  cause. 
Israel  has  departed  from  the  religion  of  Moses, 
and  pertinaciously  adhered  to  a  system  com- 
pounded of  human  inventions,  and  idolatrous 


heathenism.     They  call  Moses  their  mastef, 
and  say  that  the  oral  law  is  derived  from  him, 
but    if    we    may    from    the    work,    form    a 
conjecture  about  the  author,   it  is  much  more 
probably  a  tradition   from  the  magicians  of 
Egypt  or  the  witch  of  Endor.     And  if  it  had 
been  handed  down  as  such— if  the  Israelites 
had  presented  the  Talmud  to  the  world  and 
their  posterity  as  part  of  the  heavy  yoke  of 
Egypt,  we  should  not  have  been  astonished 
at  the  universality  of  its  reception.     But  that 
Israel  should  ever  have  been  so  far  imposed 
upon,  as  to  believe  that  Moses  or  the  prophets 
ever  had  any  thing  to  do  with  the  oral  law 
appears  almost  inexplicable.     However   un- 
willing one  may  be  to  apply  to  fellow-sinners 
any  prophecy  that  contains  a  denunciation  of 
God's  wrath,  one  cannot  help  asking,  was  it  of 
this  that  the  prophet  said,   '■'  The  Lord  hath 
poured  out  upon  you  the  spirit  of  deep  sleep, 
and  hath  closed  your  eyes :    the  prophets  and 
your  rulers  the  seers  hath  he  covered.     And 
the  vision  of  all  is   become  unto  you  as  the 
words  of  a  book   that  is  sealed,  which  men 
deliver  to  one  that  is  learned,  saying,   Head 
this,  I  pray  thee ;  and  he  saith  I  cannot,  for 
it  is  sealed  :   and  the  book  is  delivered  to  him 
that  is  not  learned,  saying.  Read  this,  I  pray 
thee,    and    he    saith    I    am    not    learned." 
(Isaiah   xxix.    10—12.)     This    question  is, 
however,   far  more  important  to  Israel    than 
to  us,  and  to  them  we  leave  the  answer.  Some 
will  still  persist    in    the    assertion    that  this 
heathenish  compound  is  the  highest  wisdom. 
The  great  majority  of  the  nation  is  devoted 
to    the    Talmud,  which   is   still    the   cistern 
whence  the  synagogues  endeavour  to  draw  the 
waters  of  life.     The  multitude  does  it  in  ig- 
norance, they  are,  therefore,  not  so  culpable. 
But    there    are    many    that     know    better, 
what   then   is   the  reason   that  they  do   not 
strain  every  nerve  to  deliver  their  brethren  ? 
These  few  do  not  suffer  the  oral  law  to  inter- 
fere  either  with  their  business  or  their  con- 
venience.     They   profane   the   Sabbath,    eat 
Gentile  food,  carry  on  their  business  on  fasts 
and  festivals.    If  they  do  all  this  on  principle, 
why  not  protest  against  error  ?     Is  it  because 
they  are  indifferent  to  the  welfare  of  their  bre- 
thren ?     If  indifference  be  the  only  fruit  of 
this   intellectual   progress,    instead    of  rising 
above,    they   have   sunk    below   superstition 
itself. 
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If  men  would  only  employ  in  religion  a 
little  of  that  common  sense  and  earnestness, 
which  they  find  so  necessary  for  the  affairs  of 
this  life,  they  would  by  God's  blessing  soon 
arrive  at  the  truth.  For  example,  if  the 
father  of  a  family  should  find,  that  by  follow- 
ing the  advice  of  a  physician,  sickness  and 
death  were  constant  guests,  he  would  soon 
look  out  for  another ;  and  he  would  be  much 
quickened  in  his  measures,  if  this  physician's 
counsel  had  produced  the  same  results  in  the 
house  of  his  father  and  his  grandfather.  He 
would  not  think  it  any  shame,  under  such 
circumstances,  to  change  his  father's  physi- 
cian for  another ;  on  the  contrary,  he  would 
think,  and  most  men  would  agree  wiih  him, 
that  it  would  be  both  a  sin  and  a  shame  to 
retain  him.  Now  let  Israel  make  the  appli- 
cation to  their  spiritual  physicians  the  Scribes, 
Pharisees,  and  Rabbies.  For  many  centuries 
they  have  punctually  followed  their  advice, 
and  the  consequence  has  been  one  misfortune 
after  another,  and  centuries  of  exile  from  the 
land  which  God  gave  to  their  fathers  ;  the  very 
contrary  of  that  which  God  has  promised. 
God  has  said,  if  the  Jews  will  obey  the  reli- 
gion of  Moses,  that  they  shall  be  restored  to 

their   land.      "It  shall  come  to  pass if 

thou  shalt  return  unto  the  Lord  thy  God,  and 
shalt  obey  his  voice  according  to  all  that  I 
command  thee  this  day,  thou  and  thy  children, 
with  all  thy  heart  and  with  all  thy  soul ; 
that  then  the  Lord  thy  God  will  turn  thy 
captivity,  and  have  compassion  upon  thee, 
and  will  return  and  gather  thee  from  all  na- 
tions," &c.  (Deut.  XXX.  2,  3.)  The  Jews 
have  obeyed  the  commands  of  the  Rabbies, 
and  have  not  been  gathered ;  what  is  the  con- 
elusion  ?  Either  that  God's  promise  has 
failed,  which  is  impossible,  or  that  the  reli- 
gion of  the  Rabbies  is  not  the  religion  of 
Moses.  Such  is  the  inevitable  conclusion 
from  the  words  of  IMoses  and  the  facts  of  the 
case ;  let  it  then  lead  the  sufferers  to  examine 
the  religion  which  they  have  hitherto  pro- 
fessed. A  very  little  examination  will  con- 
vince any  reasonable  man,  that  it  is  a  fearful 
corruption  of  divine  truth,  a  compilation 
made  by  men  who  professed  to  be  astrologers 
and  magicians.  Let  not  the  Jews  think  that 
our  opinion  is  the  result  of  prejudice.  It  has 
been  deliberately  formed  on  evidence  furnished 
by  the  oral  law  itself.     If  we  are  wrong,  let 


the  Rabbies  prove  the  contrary.  Let  them, 
for  example,  explain  the  following  law  of 
modern  Judaism. 

bs>  r|i<  Mb  J>•ir^b^  insM  n\i:"7  hd  nivi  "'liii^  r}2'"o:n 
in  mb  Vi'-io  Miry  "c^'i)  --d 
vbi*-  "inn  t^Tj:n  iih^  nD  V: 
"  If  any  person  be  bitten  by  a  scorpion  or 
a  serpent,  it  is  lawful  to  charm  the  place  of 
the  bite,  even  on  the  Sabbath-day,  in  order  to 
quiet  his  mind,  and  to  encourage  his  heart, 
although  it  is  a  thing  utterly  profitless. 
Because  the  man  is  in  danger,  they  have 
pronounced  this  lawful  for  him  that  his  rnind 
may  not  be  distracted."  (Hilchoth  Accum. 
c.  xi.  11.)  Here  the  Rabbies  have  allowed 
what  God  has  absolutely  forbidden.  The 
men  who  profess  such  reverence  for  the  Sab- 
bath allow  it  to  be  profaned  by  magic,  which 
is  one  of  the  works  of  the  devil.  Rambam, 
whose  words  we  have  just  quoted,  felt  that 
it  was  both  wicked  and  foolish,  and  has  there- 
fore endeavoured  to  furnish  an  excuse,  saying 
that  it  is  of  no  use,  and  is  only  allowed  to 
quiet  the  mind  of  the  sufferer.  But  that  does 
not  alter  the  unlawfuless.  Besides,  what 
sort  of  opinion  could  Rambam  and  the  Rab- 
bies have  had  of  the  Jews,  when  they  say 
that  magic  is  permitted  in  order  to  quiet  their 
minds  ?  They  evidently  supposed  that  the 
Jews  were  a  weak  and  superstitious  people, 
who  believed  so  firmly  in  charms,  that  the 
use  of  them  would  quiet  the  mind  ;  and  so 
ignorant  or  careless  about  God's  command- 
ments, that  they  could  be  comforted  by  their 
transgression.  The  excuse,  therefore,  only 
makes  the  case  worse.  It  takes  for  granted 
that  the  professors  of  the  oral  law  are  igno- 
rant and  superstitious ;  and  then  to  quiet 
their  minds  allows  the  transgression  of  the 
law  of  Moses,  and  that  on  tiie  Sabbath-day. 
But  this  excuse  is  altogether  Rambam's  in- 
vention. The  original  passage  in  the  Talmud 
says  nothing  about  quieting  the  man's  mind, 
it  simply  says — 

!  nittJi  ]''y^pv^  D'u>n:  n'irnb  ]'tDmbi 

"  It  is  lawful  to  charm  serpents  and  scor- 
pions on  the  Sabbath-day."  (Sanhedrin, 
fol.  101,  col.  1.)  And  Rushi's  commentary 
on  the  passage 
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*'  That  they  may  not  do  hijury."  This 
man,  then,  who  spent  his  life  in  the  study  of 
the  Talmud,  knew  nothing  of  Rambam's 
apology.  He  plainly  believed  that  by  charm- 
ing serpents  on  the  Sabbath,  they  might  be 
prevented  from  doing  harm,  and  that  on  this 
account,  and  not  for  the  purpose  of  quieting  the 
mind,  they  were  permitted  so  to  do.  This  was 
also  the  opinion  of  that  famous  expounder  of 
Jewish  law,  the  Baal  Turim,  for  after  quoting 
Rambam's  words,  he  adds— 

>-iD  nanb  -iniD  npj?  i«  ^m  inns  "cm©  ^d 

V?D2  nnuj  nnb  n  sb  ]r^prf  by  y'r^n  is  n"D  n^^n 
minn  Qnoi^rt  bbDi  QrrcJ  >*b«  CD'trnmi  nnnrr 

"•on  «b  pp^-y  ^Tii  as  ba«  n"i?  pbn  ^b  I'iiXD  sin  ims 
nDnn  bj?  piDQ  icmbi  xd^s  siid^s  "in^oi  ^sn  >b"iD 
12  -©^  Dsi  :  D'n\r>  DtD  ^VQ^T^  sbii  np^pi  sbi  ib^Ds 
p:3  ]jnb  piDD  N-ipb  nnini  nnra  b^n  nwDD  noDD 
:  in'£D  br  nb'bi 
"  If  any  person  be  pursued  by  a  serpent  or 
a  scorpion,  it  is  lawful  to  charm  it  to  prevent  it 
from  doing  injury.    Rambam  has  written,  He 
that  charms  a  wound,  or  reads  a  verse  from  the 
law  (as  a  charm),  and  also  he  that  reads  over  an 
infant  that  it  may  not  be  afraid,  or  who  lays  a 
roll  of  the  law  or  phylacteries  upon  a  child,  are 
not   only   to    be   accounted    as   one    of  the 
charmers  and  magicians,  but  as  of  the  deniers 
of  the  law,  for  they  use  the  words  of  the  law 
as  medicine  for  the  body,  whereas  it  is  only 
a  medicine  for  the  soul.     R.  Isaac  says  abso- 
lutely, that  he  who  charms  a  wound,  men- 
tioning at  the  same  time  the  name  of  God  and 
spitting,  is  the  charmer  of  whom  it  is  said 
that  he  has  no  share  in  the  world  to  come : 
but  if  he  does  not  spit,  the  matter  is  not  so 
grave.     It    is,   however,   forbidden    to  use  a 
verse  as  a  charm  over  a  wound,  even  though 
there  be  no  spitting  nor  mentioning  the  name 
of  God.     But  if  life  be  in  danger,  every  thing 
is  lawful  ,•   and  it  is  lawful  to  read  a  verse  as 
a    defence,   for    instance  at  night  in    bed." 
(Torch   Deah.    §    179.)      From   this   it   is 
pretty  plain  that  the  charming  of  serpents  was 
allowed,  not  as  Rambam  says  to  quiet  the 
mind  of  him  that  had  been  bitten,    but  to 
prevent  injury,    for  it  is  allowed  before  the 
man  is  bitten  at  all,  if  he  be  only  pursued  by 
a  serpent  or  scorpion.     But  what  a  picture 
does  this  whole  passage  give  us  of  the  reli- 
gious state  of  the  Rabbinic  Jews,   both  rab- 
bies  and  people;     Here  you  have  the  people 
described,  not  by  Christians,  but  by  the  rab- 
bles  themselves,    as    sunk  in    the  depths  of 
superstition,  using  a  sepher  torah,  a  roll  of  the 
law,  or  phylacteries  as  a  sort  of  charm  for  the 
benefit  of  children,  and  you  have  the  rabbics 


forbidding  this  at  one  time,  but  allowing  what 
is  equally  forbidden  by  God,  to  charm  ser- 
pents, and  in  case  of  danger  declaring  that 
"•'  Every  thing  is  lawful,"  that  is,  allowing 
them  to  do  what  will  make  them,  according 
to  Rambam's  opinion,  charmers,  magicians, 
and  deniers  of  the  law.  And  this  is  the 
Jewish  religion,  and  this  is  what  the  Jews 
have  gained  by  rejecting  Christianity.  We, 
poor  Gentiles,  who  cannot  trace  our  pedi- 
gree to  Abraham,  Isaac,  and  Jacob,  should  be 
ashamed  of  such  follies.  And  if  such  wicked 
heathenish  practices  were  to  be  found  in  our 
religious  books,  we  would  not  let  an  hour  pass 
over  until  we  had  lifted  up  our  voice  and  pro- 
tested against  them,  and  should  use  every 
lawful  means  to  deliver  our  children  from 
such  ungodliness  and  error. 

We  have  now  given   quotations  from  the 
two  great  digests  of  Jewish  law  on  the  subject 
of  using   charms,  but  it  is  worth   while  to 
consider  the  context  of  the  original  passage, 
upon  which  these  laws  are  based,  as  that  will 
prove  that  the  Talmud  has  not  been  misre- 
presented by  its  compilers. 
I'lOTibi  ni'sDi  ]'"i"o  '322  |'Tr?Dt:Qn"i  pv  132-1  "i3n 
]'^jn  2J  '727  'b3  p>2S'm  n2"©2  p-ipn  □'U)n3  nvTih 
Dm»Ds  Dn2T  nm  bs^bo:  ]2  ]is?dm3]2-i  ids  n2^3 
-i2n2  I'bsiuj  ]'si  -nos  13'suj  >b22  b2s  b'^'3n  'b22 
S3in  21  ins  iiDs  bin2  rjs  iqis  •»dv  "i  n2ir'2  oniu 
DTCD  sbs  n-)ns  sb  >dv  '^  p^si  >Dv  md  nsbn  ]>» 
'nrnsi  sns2  vbi'ni  rpv  12  prr^'  im  sn  >2  n32D 
:  n^TobDi  sns  rpD  sd'3  n^b 
"  Our  rabbles  have  handed  down  the  tra- 
dition that  it  is  lawful  to  anoint  and  rub  the 
stomach  (of  a  sick  man)  on  the  Sabbath,  also 
to  charm  serpents  and  scorpions  on  the  Sab- 
bath :  also  to  pass  an  instrument  across  the 
eye  on  the  Sabbath.     R.  Simeon,  the   son  of 
Gamaliel,  says,  that  this  only  applies  to  an 
instrument  which  may  be  moved,*  but  with 
one  that  may  not  be  moved,  it  is   unlawful. 
But  it  is  unlawful  on  the  Sabbath  to  make 
inquiry  of  demons.     R.  Jose  says,   this   is 
also  unlawful   on   week   days.     Rav.  Huna 
says,  the  decision  is  not  according  to  R.  Jose  : 
and  R.  Jose  himself  said  this   only  on  ac- 
count of  danger,  for  that  is  what  occurred  in 
the  case  of  R.  Isaac,  the  son  of  Joseph,  who 
was  swallowed   up  in  a  cedar  tree,  but  a  mi- 
racle was  wrought  for  him — the  cedar  opened, 
and  cast  him  out."    (Sanhediin,  fol.  101,  col. 
1.)     We   have  here,   first  the   charming   of 
serpents;  we  ask,  then,  could  the  Talmudic 
doctors  really  believe  in   such  folly  or  allow 
such  wickedness  on  the  Sabbath  ?     Is  there 
any   misunderstanding,  or  does  the   context 
show,  that  they  were  men  of  that  superstitious 
turn  of  mind  to  justify  this  idea  ?     The  con- 
text is  all  of  a  piece,  for  after  permitting  the 

•  Such  as  a  key,  a  ring,  or  a  knife.— Rashi. 
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charming  of  serpents,  it  goes  on  to  discuss 
the  lawfulness  of  asking  counsel  of  demons, 
and  here  Rashi  shall  explain  what  this  means. 

'j^-<biiw  -in  DTOJ  pnx'vDD  ]'"^^v  piD  nn^ri  "ini 
ni'ci  mxtr-'?  tid^^i  cnb  d''T'Jq  nm  ont?  mra-oi 
:  Y^sn  «:?Qo  nwo 
"  To  make  inquiry  of  demons,  is  what 
they  do  when  any  thing  is  lost.  They  make 
inquiry  by  the  work  of  demons,  and  they  tell 
them,  and  this  is  forbidden  on  the  Sabbath, 
on  account  of  the  words,  '  Not  finding  thine 
own  pleasure.'  (Isaiah  Iviii.  13)."  Thisis 
plainly  a  magical  operation,  but  yet  the 
rabbles  do  not  say  that  it  is  unlawful  because 
it  is  magical,  but  because  it  would  be  attend- 
ing to  one's  own  concerns.  In  like  manner, 
they  say  it  is  unlawful  on  week-days,  only  on 
account  of  the  danger.  And  an  instance  is 
given  in  Rabbi  Isaac  of  what  might  happen .; 
and  here,  again,  we  ask  counsel  of  Rashi,  in 
order  to  understand  what  Rabbi  Isaac  was 
about.     This  <:ommentator  teUs  us — 

n'lOS'ii  yirb  Tcn  vpTi  dto  nturoi  'jh^itr'  rrn 

"  He  was  asking  counsel,  by  means  of  a 
<!emoniacal  operation,  and  the  demon  sought 
to  do  him  an  injury,  but  a  miracle  was 
wrought  for  him,  and  a  cedar  tree  swallowed 
him."  Such,  then,  is  the  context,  those  men 
who  permit  the  charming  of  serpents,  also 
teach  the  doctrine  of  asking  advice  of  demons, 
and  give  us  a  practical  example  in  one  of  their 
friends.  There  can,  therefore,  be  no  mistake, 
the  one  feature  of  their  religious  system  ex- 
actly agrees  with  the  other ;  and  the  authors 
of  the  oral  law  represent  themselves  as  patrons 
and  practisers  of  charms  and  magic,  and  there- 
fore to  every  lover  of  the  JMosaic  law,  as 
unwise  and  ungodly  men.  It  is,  however, 
curious  to  see  how  they  endeavoured  to  quiet 
their  own  conscience,  and  that  of  the  people, 
in  a  matter  so  evidently  repugnant  to  the 
plain  words  of  Scripture.  They  pretended 
that  there  was  a  holy  sort  of  magic  in  the 
practical  Cabbala,  which  men  might  learn, 
and  then  perform  the  greatest  miracles. 

mn  «n^v  "n  n'-opb  rr-nuj  «"\i:  x-ii  >*i"i  "1:1  ''bnio 
p  b"ii  rrb  -nrra  «p  mn  ^<'7•l  mni  'i-n-on  up 

inb  i-\i>oi  m^!i''  "iCD3  '•^:'D^^  «n2Vi:  'bs-Q  '"jd  'in^ 
:  Tvb  ''b2ir\  xn^n  abT^ 
"  If  the  righteous  wished,  they  might  create 
the  world,  for  it  is  written,  '  But  your  sins 
separate,  &c.'  Rabba  created  a  man,  and 
sent  him  to  Rabbi  Zira.  He  spoke  with  him, 
but  when  the  other  did  not  answer  him,  he 
said.  Thou  art  from  the  magicians,  return  to 
thy  dust.  Rav  Chanina  and  Rav  Oshaia  used 
to  sit  every  Sabbath  eve  and  study  the  book 


of  Jetzirah,  and  then  created  for  themselves  a 
three-years-old  calf,  and  ate  it."  (Sanhedrin, 
fol.  65,  col.  2.)  The  second  miracle  is  here 
ascribed  to  the  study  of  a  certain  book.  In 
Rashi  the  first  miracle  performed  by  Rabba 
is  ascribed  to  the  same  source. 

nvm«  r\^•^■2  iinb?^'©  nn^:?'  ied  "'r  «-i33  «->i 

*'  He  created  the  man  by  means  of  the  book 
of  Jetzirah,  for  it   taught   him  the  combina- 
tion of  the   letters    of   the  name  of  God." 
According  to  this  account,  these  rabbies  were 
much  greater  men  than  Moses  or  any  of  the 
prophets,  for  in  the  v/hole  Old  Testament 
there  is  not  one  such  miracle  recorded.  IMoses 
never  created  any  thing,  neither  did    he  per- 
form  any  of  his  miracles  without  the  help  of 
God.      Either   the    Lord   immediately  com- 
mended him,  or   he   sought  the  Lord's  help. 
But  these  rabbies  acquired  the  power  of  om- 
nipotence by  studying  a  particular  book,  and 
exercised  it  either  for  their  amusement  or  their 
profit.     Rabba  created  a  man,  and  sent  him 
to  Rabbi  Zira,  not  as  it  appears   to  do  any 
good,  or  to  glorffy  God,  but  sim.ply  to  show 
his  power,  or  to  act  a  little  bit  of  waggery ; 
and  the  other  two  created  a  fat  calf  for  them- 
selves  every  Sabbath   eve,  that   they  might 
have  a  good  dinner.     The  diflference  between 
these  miracles  and  those  recorded  in  Scripture 
is  obvious.     The  Scripture  miracles  are  either 
for  the  glory  of  God,  or  the  good  of  man. 
The  Rabbinical  miracles  are  altogether  for  the 
glory  of  man,  and  the  gratification  of  self. 
Moses  smote  the  rock,  and  supplied  all  Israel 
with  water.     The   rabbies  create  a  calf,  and 
eat    it    themselves.     No   doubt   there    were 
many  poor  people   in   Israel  at  the  time  of 
Rabbies  Oshaia  and  Chanina,  who  would  have 
been   very  glad  of  a  calf  for   their  Sabbath 
dinner,  why  did  they  not  create  a  calf  or  two 
for   them  ?     This   selfish   falsehood   betrays 
itself,  and  bears  on    its  front  its  own  con- 
demnation.    The  whole  doctrine  of  the  com- 
bination of  the  letters  in  the  name  of  God  is  a 
pure  invention  of  men,  whose  minds  had  been 
debased  by   superstition.      There    is  not  a 
word  about  it  in  the  whole  Bible,  and  it  is 
derogatory  to  the  honour  of  God,  who  is  the 
only  Creator. 

The  whole  Talmudic  doctrine  of  magic 
does,  however,  explain  the  reason  why  the 
Scribes  and  Pharisees  were  so  little  moved  by 
the  real  miracles  of  Jesus  of  Nazareth  and  his 
disciples.  Their  minds  were  fully  possessed 
with  faith  in  the  power  of  cabalistic  magic, 
they  therefore  were  insensible  to  the  real  dis- 
plays of  divine  power.  They  were  in  the 
same  state  of  mind  as  Pharaoh  and  his  magi- 
cians, who  looked  on  the  miracles  of  Moses 
as  a  mere  proof  of  magical  skill,  and  hardened 
their    hearts.      Even  when    they   confessed 
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*<  This  is  the  finger  of  God,"  they  were  not 
converted.  Pharaoh  slill  persisted  in  his  re- 
sistance. And  so  it  was  with  the  Scribes  and 
Pharisees.  When  the  liord  had  raised  La- 
zarus from  the  dead,  "  then  gathered  the 
chief  priests  and  the  Pharisees  in  council,  and 
said,  What  do  we  ?  for  this  man  doelh  many 
miracles."  They  acknowledged  the  fact  of 
the  miracles,  but  did  not  receive  their  evi- 
dence, for  they  believed  that  the  study  of  the 
book  of  Jetzirah  would  enable  them  to  do 
greater.  No  miracle,  therefore,  could  con- 
vince them.  But  besides  this,  their  hearts 
were  corrupt,  and  they  had  apostatized  from 
the  law  of  Moses  ;  they  therefore  did  not  love 
the  truth.  They  had  turned  aside  to  charms 
and  magic,  and  asking  counsel  of  demons  ; 
and  when  men  do  this,  the  understanding  be- 
comes darkened,  so  that  it  is  rendered  imper- 
vious  to  the  light.  Th(_ir  unbelief,  therefore, 
becomes  an  evidence  to  the  truth  of  Christi- 
anity. If  such  transgressors  of  the  law  of 
Moses,  and  such  unblushing  relators  of  false- 
hood had  believed,  it  would  have  cast  a  shade  | 
of  suspicion  over  the  v/hole  Gospel  history.  ' 
If  the  men,  who  say  that  Rabba  created  a  ! 
man,  and  the  two  other  worthies  created  a 
calf  every  week,  had  appeared  as  witnesses  for 
the  truth  of  Christianity,  the  miracles  of  the 
Gospel  would  have  appeared  in  one  category 
with  these  most  absurd  fictions.  But  when 
such  men  appear  as  the  enemies  and  perse- 
cutors of  Jesus,  it  testifies  that  He  was  not 
one  of  them,  and  that  as  they  were  bad  men, 
and  loved  a  false  system,  his  doctrine  must 
necessarily  have  had  something  good  in  it,  or 
they  would  not  have  opposed  it. 

But  this  doctrine  explains  still  more  clearly 
the  cause  of  God's  wrath  against  Israel.  The 
Jews  boast  that  since  the  Babylonian  capti- 
vity, they  have  been  free  from  idolatry,  but 
this  is  not  true.  They  have  not  made  images, 
that  is,  they  have  avoided  the  form,  but  they 
have  retained  all  the  substance  of  idolatrous 
heathenism.  The  man  who  charms  a  serpent 
is  an  idolater,  and  the  religion  which  permits 
it  is  idolatrous  and  heathenish.  The  man 
who  asks  counsel  of  demons  is  an  idolater  of 
the  worst  class,  for  he  does  homage  to  unclean 
spirits.  He  turns  his  back  upon  the  allwise 
God,  who  ought  to  be  the  counsellor  of  all  his 
children,  and  by  making  demons  his  advisers, 
makes  them  his  gods  ;  and  yet  this  is  also  al- 
lowed in  the  religion  of  the  Rabbles,  if  it 
can  be  done  without  danger.  Those  Jews, 
therefore,  who  believe  in  the  oral  law — that  is, 


all  Jews  who  make  use  of  the  synagogue 
prayers,  have  departed  from  the  law  and  the 
God  of  Moses,  and  have  chosen  for  themselves 
the  doctrines  and  the  gods  of  the  rabbles. 
How  then  can  God  have  compassion  upon 
them  and  gather  them  ?  The  thing  is  impos- 
sible, until  they  utterly  renounce  all  these 
delusions,  confess  their  sin  in  having  followed 
them  so  long,  and  "return  and  seek  the  Lord 
their  God  and  David  their  king."  A  long  trial 
has  been  made  of  the  rabbinical  medicine, 
and  it  has  altogether  failed.  Wherever  the 
religion  of  the  oral  law  has  been  or  is  pre- 
dominant, its  sway  has  been  marked  by  the 
misery  of  the  people.  And  the  first  dawn  of 
a  happier  day  has  appeared  only  since  the  time 
that  a  part  of  the  nation  burst  the  fetters  of 
Rabbinic  superstition.  Compare  the  state  of 
the  German  Jews  with  that  of  their  brethren 
in  Turkey  or  on  the  coast  of  Morocco.  Some 
of  the  former  have  abandoned  the  oral  law, 
and  the  latter  still  cling  to  it  with  a  bigoted 
devotion ;  and  yet  the  former  have  had  a 
blessing  in  the  improvement  of  their  temporal 
and  intellectual  condition,  and  the  latter  still 
remain  in  mental  and  corporeal  slavery.  The 
mere  renunciation  of  Rabbinism  has  pro- 
duced these  beneficial  efi^ects,  and  if  the  Jews 
of  Europe  go  on  from  the  renunciation  of 
error  to  the  attainment  of  truth,  that  is,  if 
they  return  to  the  religion  of  IMoses  and  the 
prophets,  the  promises  of  God  will  be  ful- 
filled, and  the  nation  will  be  restored  to  the 
land  of  their  fathers. 

The  Rabbinic  Jews  comfort  themselves 
with  the  idea,  that  they  cannot  have  this 
world  and  the  world  to  come  too ;  but  they 
confound  two  things  which  are  perfectly  dis- 
tinct, God's  mode  of  dealing  with  individuals, 
and  his  mode  of  dealing  with  nations.  Indi- 
viduals have  not  only  an  existence  in  time, 
but  for  eternity.  Worldly  misfortune  to  an 
individual  is,  therefore,  no  proof  of  God's 
displeasure,  because  the  world  is  only  a  part, 
and  that  the  smallest  part,  of  his  existence. 
But  the  case  of  nations  is  different.  They 
exist  only  in  time,  and  therefore  the  rewards 
and  punishments  must  be  temporal,  and  so 
God  has  uniformly  promised  to  the  Jewish 
people  temporal  prosperity,  in  case  of  national 
obedience,  and  temporal  calamity  in  the  for- 
mer case.  Whenever,  therefore,  we  see  Is- 
rael exiled  from  their  land  and  scattered  among 
the  nations,  we  must  infer,  if  Moses  has 
spoken  the  truth,  that  it  is  because  they  have 
departed  from  the  God  of  their  fathers. 
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How  little  the  oral  law  has  hitherto  done 
to  promote  the  peace  and  happiness  of  Israel, 
we  considered  in  our  last  number.  It  may, 
however,  be  replied,  that  it  has  not  had  a  fair 
trial,  and  that  the  failure  is  to  be  attributed 
rather  to  the  people  than  to  the  law.  This 
possible  reply  naturally  leads  us  to  think, 
what  then  would  be  the  state  of  Israel  and  of 
the  world  at  large,  if  the  oral  law  were  uni- 
versally and  exactly  observed,  and  its  disci- 
ples had  supreme  dominion  in  the  world  ? 
Suppose  that  all  the  kingdoms  of  the  world 
were  melted  into  one  vast  and  universal  mo- 
narchy, and  the  sceptre  swayed  by  a  devout 
and  learned  rabbi,  and  all  the  magisterial  offices 
filled  by  able  and  zealous  Talmudists,  would 
the  world  be  happy  ?  This  is  a  fair  question, 
and  well  deserves  consideration,  for  there  can 
be  no  doubt  that  true  religion  was  intended  by 
its  Divine  Author  to  promote  the  happiness  of 
his  creatures. 

"  Her  ways  are  ways  of  pleasantness,  and 
all  her  paths  are  peace."  (Prov.  iii.  17-) 
And  that  not  of  a  few,  but  of  all  without  ex- 
ception. 

"  Have  we  not  all  one  father  ?  Hath  not 
one  God  created  us  ?"  (Mai.  ii.  10  )  That 
religion,  therefore,  cannot  be  of  God,  which 
would  make  the  greatest  portion  of  his  crea- 
tures  miserable,  and  confer  happiness  on  a 
very  limited  number.  The  religion  that  came 
from  heaven,  wherever  it  exists,  must  contain 
the  elements  of  happiness  for  all  nations,  and 
include  all  the  families  of  man.  It  must  ex- 
clude none  but  the  wilfully  and  obstinately 
wicked,  who  carry  the  torments  of  hell  in  their 
own  bosom,  and  would  be  necessarily  unhappy 
even  in  heaven  itself.  A  religion,  whose  prin- 
ciples, if  triumphant,  would  effect  so  desirable 
a  consummation,  must  be  true.  The  question 
is,  whether  modern  Judaism,  if  it  had  full  and 
free  scope  for  the  realisation  of  all  i's  prin- 
ciples, would  bear  such  blessed  fruit  ?  Our 
late  inquiries  about  amulets  and  magic  led  us 
to  consider  some  of  the  laws  about  the  Sab- 
bath-day, and  as  when  true  religion  prevails, 
this  ought  to  be  the  happiest  day  of  the  week, 
the  laws  respecting  it  shall  furnish  materials 
for  our  answer.  That  a  rabbinical  Sabbath 
would  be  the  happiest  day  in, the  week  we 
much  doubt,  for,  in  the  first  place,  to  keep 


the  rabbinical  Sabbath  aright,  it  is  necessary 
to  be  perfectly  acquainted  with  all  the  laws 
relating  to  it,  which  are  very  many  and  very 
intricate,  occupying  even  in  Rambam's  com- 
pendium, including  the  notes,  above  one 
hundred  and  seventy  folio  pages.*  That  any 
conscientious  man  can  be  happy  with  such  a 
load  of  law  about  his  neck  appears  impossible. 
He  must  be  in  continual  fear  and  trembling 
lest  he  should  through  forgetfulness  or  inad- 
vertence be  guilty  of  transgression,  and  the 
continued  watchfulness  and  anxiety  would  be 
more  intolerable  than  the  hardest  labour.  But 
if  Rabbinism  wielded  the  supreme  power,  he 
would  have  to  dread  the  most  severe  and  im- 
mediate punishment. 

□vn  'i^:Mj  n-vUi-  m:jo  nDsbon  ^r^i'^i  nn^iM? 

n«nnni  Dns-  duj  vn  o^^i  '  mD  n^^n  pin  i:i:jn3 

"  To  rest  on  the  seventh  day  from  work  is 
an  affirmative  precept,  for  it  is  said,  *  On  the 
seventh    day   thou   shalt  rest.'     Whosoever, 
therefore,  does  any  work,  annuls  an  affirma- 
tive, and  transgresses  a  negative  precept,  for 
I  it  is  said,  '  Thou  shalt  do  no  manner  of  work.' 
I  What  is  meant  by  being  guilty  on  account  of 
doing  work  ?   If  it  be  done  voluntarily  and  pre- 
j  sumptuously,  the  meaning  is,  that  he  is  liable 
I  to  excision,  and  if  there  were  witnesses  and  a 
i  warning,  he  is  to  be  stoned.     If  he  did  it  in 
error,  he  must  bring  a  certain  sin-offering.'* 
i  (Hilchoth  Shabbath,   c.  i.  1.)     This  sounds 
something  like  the  law  of  Moses,  but  is  in 
reality   far    more   severe.     The   whole   force 
depends   upon   the    meaning    of    the    word 
'*  work,"  and  the  rabbinical  sense  would  en- 
tirely destroy  the  peace  of  society.     If,  for 
instance,  a  poor  man  could  not  afford  to  have 
his  Sabbath  lamp  burn  all  day,  and  should 
extinguish  it  to  save  the  oil ;  or  if  a  humane 
man  should  see  burning  coals  in  some  place 
likely  to  do  injury  to  others,  and  should  ex- 
tinguish them,  they  would  both  be   guilty, 
and  if  some  zealous  Talmudists  happened  to 
be  present,  and  first  remonstrated  with  them 
on  the  unlawfulness  of  the  act,  they   would 
both  be  tried,  found  guilty,   and  stoned  to 
death. 

*  Hilchoth    Shabbath    and   Hilcholh  Eruvin  cx- 
tenil  from  fol.  140  to  tol.  2-26. 
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T-12  iD^K'-vD  '0  bj?  r]«  nnuj2  nD5>?bo  '•suiyn  b^ 

xri)  HD  nb^nsb  i«  pw  "|n:j  xin-yU  ^ddq  -i:rr 
■^TD  Mnn  i-pr  xb'D  nD  i><  f]"i'>D'  xw  nD  ix  i3i«?' 

is<  pu-n  ^:c'o  t^'^t^  nnD  ^<7^  ^iidh  r^inb  "jn::?  i3'«aJ 

:  nn  s'!?vd  b  pi  n^n  nt  nn  prnn 
"  Whosoever  does  any  work  on  the  Sab- 
bath, even  though  he  does  not  do  it  for  the 
sake  of  the  work  itself,  is  nevertheless  guilty. 
How  so?  If,  for  instance,  a  man  extinguishes 
a  lamp,  because  he  wants  the  oil  or  the  wick, 
and  wishes  that  it  should  not  waste,  nor  be 
burned,  or  that  the  earthenware  part  of  the 
lamp  should  not  be  cracked  ;  inasmuch  as  the 
extinguishing  is  work,  and  his  intention  was 
to  extinguish  it:  although  the  mere  act  of 
extinguishing  it  was  not  the  ultimate  object, 
but  on  the  contrary,  the  saving  of  the  oil  or 
the  wick,  or  the  earthen  lamp,  he  is,  never- 
theless, guilty.  And  in  like  manner,  whoso- 
ever removes  thorns  a  distance  of  four  ells  in 
a  public  place,  or  whosoever  extinguishes 
coals  to  prevent  the  public  from  being  injured, 
is  guilty*:  although  the  ultimate  object  was 
not  the  extinguishing  nor  the  moving,  but  he 
simply  intended  to  prevent  the  injury,  he  is 
guilty,  and  so  in  all  similar  cases."  (Ibid.) 
If  this  were  the  law  of  the  land,  and  the  exe- 
cutive were  in  the  hands  of  Talmudistic  zea- 
lots, the  peace  of  the  world  would  be  at  an 
end.  The  poor  man  could  not  be  happy, 
when  he  saw  his  little  property  wasting,  and 
the  humane  man  would  either  be  made  miser- 
able at  the  thought  of  being  able  to  prevent 
much  injury,  and  yet  not  doing  it,  or  would 
have  to  expose  himself  to  the  danger  of  a 
cruel  and  ignominious  death.  We  know 
enough  of  the  general  character  of  the  Jewish 
nation  to  believe  that  there  are  amongst  them 
those  who  would  brave  the  danger,  whose  ge- 
nerous hearts  would  rise  above  personal  con- 
siderations, but  how  dreadful  would  be  the 
consequences  !  A  man  of  a  tender  heart,  the 
father  of  a  family,  would  be  induced,  by  the 
best  of  feelings,  to  save  his  fellow-men  from 
injury.  He  would  return  to  his  family,  and 
tell  them  how  God  had  given  him  an  oppor- 
tunity of  doing  good.  The  family  v^orthy  of 
such  a  father  would  rejoice  to  hear  the  inform- 
ation, but  the  sequel  of  his  story  would  turn 
their  joy  into  mourning.  He  would  have  to 
tell  them  that  ignominious  death  would  be 
the  consequence,  and  that  because  he  dared  to 
do  an  act  of  charity,  and  to  love  his  brother 
as  himself,  the  morrow  would  see  his  wife  a 
widow  and  his  children  orphans.  But  sup- 
pose, that  when  he  performed  the  act,  he  had 
been  attended  by  two  of  his  sons,  now  grown 


up,  and  zealots  for  the  oral  law — that  they 
had  warned  him,  and  then  became  his  ac- 
cusers, as  they  must,  if  firm  believers  in  Tal- 
mudic  religion,  he  would  have  the  additional 
pangs  of  seeing  his  own  flesh  and  blood  as  the 
foremost  of  his  executioners.  This  one  law 
would  clothe  the  world  with  mourning,  and 
make  the  light  of  the  Sabbath  sun  the  curse 
of  mankind.  Though  men  might  be  found 
at  first  to  brave  the  danger,  the  course  of 
time  and  the  inflexible  severity  of  the  law 
would  soon  annihilate  all  generous  feeling. 
Children  would  be  trained  up  with  the  idea 
that  humanity  is  not  a  Sabbath  virtue,  and 
the  constant  resistance  of  the  tender  feelings 
would  harden  the  heart,  and  mankind  in 
time  become  totally  insensible  on  week- 
days as  well  as  Sabbath-days;  and  thus  the 
enforcement  of  this  one  law  would  produce 
universal  selfishness,  and  this  would  certainly 
not  promote  the  happiness  of  the  world.  But 
take  another  case  of  a  man,  who  leaves  his  home 
on  the  Friday  morning  to  go  a  short  distance 
into  the  country,  intending  to  return  before 
the  commencement  of  the  Sabbath  ;  he  meets 
with  an  accident,  and  breaks  a  limb ;  on  the 
Sabbath  he  is  suflSciently  restored  to  think  of 
the  anxiety  of  his  family,  and  writes  a  short 
note  to  inform  them  of  his  state,  this  act  of 
common  love  and  kindness  would  cost  him  his 
life ;  nay,  if  he  had  only  begun  the  letter, 
and  then  overcome  by  fear  or  weakness,  had 
left  it  unfinished,  a  rabbinic  tribunal  would 
condemn  him  to  be  stoned. 
ni  "j'nnm  m-«ui  rraahi^  nw^b  ]'^^r\'or^  "70 

nn5>\i;Q  i>?b«  n-i:i«n  b'D  i«  Tiffin  "jd  mnDn  i:?Qn 
:  T'n  nvni^  tto 
"  Whosoever  intends  to  do  any  work  on 
the  Sabbath,  and  begins  it,  and  does  a  certain 
measure,  is  guilty,  although  he  does  not  finish 
all  that  he  intended.  How  so  ?  Suppose  he 
intended  to  write  a  letter,  or  a  contract  on  the 
Sabbath,  it  is  not  to  be  thought  that  he  will 
not  be  guilty  until  he  finish  his  business,  and 
write  the  whole  contract  or  the  whole  letter. 
On  the  contrary,  as  soon  as  he  shall  have 
written  two  letters  (of  the  alphabet)  he  is 
guilty."  (Ibid.)  And  consequently,  if  it 
can  be  proved,  must  be  stoned.  Every  one's 
daily  experience  will  tell  them  of  the  many 
similar  cases  where  a  letter  may  be  necessary 
for  the  peace  or  well-being  of  an  individual 
or  a  family,  and  where  the  delay  of  a  day 
would  be  a  serious  injury.  If  rabbinism  held 
the  reins  of  power,  the  anxiety,  the  sorrow, 
the  injury  must  all  be  endured  ;  the  Sabbath- 
day  must  be  made  a  burden  and  a  curse,  in- 
stead of  a  blessing,  or  life  itself  must  be  ex- 
posed to  danger.  But  this  would  not  be  the 
only  misery.     These  sanguinary  laws  would, 
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as  religious  laws,  bind  the  consciences  of  the 
weak  and  superstitious.  A  man's  domestics, 
or  his  children,  or  even  his  v/ife,  would  be- 
come spies  over  all  his  Sabbath  doings,  and 
the  denouncers  of  every  transgression  ;  and 
thus  domestic  confidence,  without  which  not 
even  the  shadow  of  happiness  can  exist, 
would  be  destroyed,  and  a  man's  foes  would 
be  those  of  his  own  household.  I\Iuch  has 
lately  been  thought  and  said  about  the  san- 
guinary nature  of  the  laws  of  England,  but 
the  laws  of  Draco  himself  were  merciful  when 
compared  with  the  religious  enactments  of  the 
rabbles.  Draco  only  sentenced  to  death  men 
convicted  of  a  crime.  The  oral  law  condemns 
to  stoning  the  man,  woman,  or  child  who  will 
venture  to  write  two  letters  of  the  alphabet, 
or  even  who  will  extinguish  fire  to  prevent  a 
public  injury.  Nay,  in  some  cases,  v^here  it 
actually  pronounces  a  man  innocent,  it  never- 
theless commands  him  to  be  flogged. 
1^  m:ib  rip'-bi  m-nmu  D^:«n  ''^^pbb  pi3n: 
inn  ']Dn3T  cn^j^  D"n.s*i  o^^^n  ^I:^^bb  ]^^:l^\w 
'Zi  b^  f]ii  -ir^D  ''3i<n  D"n«i  n'?nm  c^i^iTj  T,p'b^ 
i^^mr  11DD  TDp'b  iib^  b'ii^7\  nrn^  hd  bD  -cpbso 
iuba  rmn  n-iDx  nb''D  n-ijy  n:TiD  ^^bivU  -n'::D 

"  If  a  man  intended  to  gather  black  figs, 
but  gathered  white  figs,  or  if  he  intended  to 
gather  figs  and  afterwards  grapes,  but  the 
matter  has  been  inverted,  and  he  gathered  the 
grapes  first,  and  afterwards  the  figs,  he  is  not 
guilty.  Although  he  have  gathered  all  that 
he  thought  of  gathering,  yet,  because  he  did 
not  gather  them  in  the  intended  order,  he  is 
not  guilty,  for  he  did  what  was  unintentional, 
and  the  law  forbids  only  intentional  work." 
(Ibid.)  We  pass  by  the  manifest  absurdity 
of  this  decision,  which  is,  however,  sufficient 
to  prove  that  this  law  is  not  of  God,  because 
it  is  more  important  to  consider  what  is  to  be 
done  with  a  man  not  guilty.  The  law  of 
England,  or  any  other  civilized  country, 
would  say,  of  course,  that  he  is  to  go  free,  but 
not  so  the  oral  law,  it  commands  that  the  man 
should  be  flogged. 

nt  ''yrf  -ivcd  rrt  "in  n^u-n'O  "ir^^:^  Dipo  b'2^ 
"iiDx  "jnx  p"ipn  pi  nb^pnn  ]oi  m^n  p  iv::d 
«"im  DnDiD  nno  "n^c'^<^  ni'ci  in  im^<  nvijyS 
imx  pD  p-in  imi^  nimrm  nDi^'^nn  ]'o  npn-in 
:  nmo  niDn 

"  Wherever  it  is  said,  he  that  doeth  any 
thing  is  not  guilty,  the  meaning  is,  that  he  is 
not  liable  to  excision,  nor  stoning,  nor  a  sacri- 
fice, but  that  thing  is  unlawful  to  be  done, 
and  the  prohibition  is  of  the  words  of  the 
Scribes,  and  is  intended  as  a  removal 
from  the  possibility  of  work :  and  he  that 
does  it  presumptuously,  is  to  be  flogged  with 
the  flogging  of  rebellion."  (Ibid.)  Here, 
then,  we  have  a  whole  class  of  crimes  which 
the  oral  law  itself  allows  are  no  crimes  ac- 
cording to  the  law  of  Moses,  but  which  it 


thinks  fit  to  punish  with  that  dreadful  and 
degrading  infliction.  Are  the  professors  of 
this  traditional  religion  really  acquainted  with 
its  ordinances  ?  or  can  any  man  believe  that 
a  religion  which,  if  it  had  full  scope  and 
power,  would  become  the  torment  of  the 
human  race,  can  really  emanate  from  God? 

If  ever  this  religion  attains  supreme  power, 
its  adherents  will  be  reduced  to  a  state  of  the 
most  deplorable  bondage,  but  what  would  be 
its  eflfect  upon  the  other  nations  of  the  world  ? 
It  would,  in  the  first  place,  deprive  all  other 
nations  of  a  Sabbath ;  for  we  have  already 
quoted  the  law  (No.  5,  p.  12),  wliich  decides, 
"  That  a  Gentile  who  keeps  a  Sabbath,  though 
it  be  on  one  of  the  week-days,  is  guilty  of 
death,"  and  though  not  to  be  executed,  is  yet 
to  be  flogged.  This  would  be  a  very  serious 
diminution  from  the  happiness  of  millions  of 
human  beings.  The  Gentile — who,  like  the 
Jew,  must  earn  his  bread  by  the  sweat  of  his 
brow,  and  devote  six  days  to  the  concerns  of 
the  world— requires  a  day  of  rest  from  secular 
labours,  and  cares,  and  thoughts,  to  relieve 
his  body  and  to  refresh  his  soul,  and  hold  com- 
munion with  his  God.  Of  this  the  oral  law 
would  deprive  him,  or  if  his  conscience  com- 
pelled him  to  sanctify  one  day  in  seven,  he 
would  have  to  purchase  his  spiritual  enjoy- 
ment by  corporeal  suffering.  Many  would, 
no  doubt,  be  terrified  at  the  thought  of  the 
punishment,  and  all  trace  of  a  Sabbath  would 
in  time  cease  amongst  the  Gentiles.  The 
multitude  would  soon  be  left  destitute  of  re- 
ligious instruction,  and  general  vice  and 
misery  would  be  the  consequence.  This  reli- 
gion, then,  of  the  oral  law,  would  certainly 
not  promote  the  happiness  of  the  Gentiles, 
and  they  are  the  overv/helming  majority  of 
mankind :  it  therefore  cannot  be  of  God. 
But  the  violent  deprivation  of  a  holy  day  of 
rest  would  be  far  from  producing  kindly  feel- 
ings towards  the  Jews.  Mankind  would  re- 
bel against  such  oppression  ;  and  the  religion 
which  commanded  it,  instead  of  obtaining 
their  reverence,  as  it  ought  to  do  if  true, 
would  become  their  detestation.  This  un- 
happy feeling  would  be  increased  by  other 
similar  laws,  equally  wanting  in  charity.  For 
instance — 

rx")  -iD-iiJi  ^r^iK^  ratt?i  n^i^n  n^j  |n^>D  ^^« 
715s'  •  b^Tn  c':d  yiiXD  'd  b^  P]xi  TM'nb  y\D^^n 
^T^v^]^r^b  ]'v,-2^  iokm?  ■':do  i^Eiin  ^y  ni  n«  ^n'j'o 

^'  A  Gentile  woman  is  not  to  be  delivered 
upon  the  Sabbath,  not  even  for  payment,  nei- 
ther is  the  enmity  to  be  regarded.  It  is 
not  to  be  done,  even  though  no  profanation  of 
the  Sabbath  should  be  implied.  But  the 
daughter  of  a  sojourning  proselyte  may  be 
delivered,  for  we  are  commanded  to  preserve 
the  life  of  such,  but  the  Sabbath  is  not  to  be 
profaned  on  her  account."     (Ibid,  chap,  ii. 
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12.)  We  ask  every  Jew  who  has  got  the 
heart  of  a  man,  whether  such  a  law  can  be 
from  God  ?  or  whether  th.e  religion  of  which 
it  forms  a  part  can  be  true  ?  A  poor  woman, 
ill  the  hour  of  her  extremity,  is  to  be  left  to  her 
fate,  simply  because  she  is  an  idolatress. 
The  mother  and  the  child  are  both  to  be  left 
to  perish,  because,  either  through  her  own 
fault,  or  through  the  circumstances  of  her 
birth,  she  has  remained  ignorant  of  the  true 
God.  But  grant,  for  the  sake  of  argu- 
ment, that  the  mother  is  so  hardened  a 
sinner  as  to  be  beyond  the  mercies  of  sin- 
ful  men,  what  has  the  child  done,  that  its 
life  is  to  be  given  as  a  sport  to  chance  ? 
Is  that  the  way  to  convert  a  sinner  from  the 
error  of  her  ways,  or  to  recommend  the  true 
religion  ?  The  most  besotted  of  idolaters, 
who  believes  at  all  in  a  Divine  and  merciful 
being,  would  pronounce  such  religion  false. 
A  few  such  cases  would  soon  spread  through 
the  world,  and  Judaism  would  become  the 
aversion  of  every  heart  that  can  sympa- 
thise with  suffering.  And  thus,  if  true,  it 
would  confirm  all  mankind  in  error.  But  it 
cannot  be,  the  religion  that  comes  from  God 
bears  the  impress  of  its  author,  and  teaches 
such  love  and  kindness  that  the  practice  of  it 
softens,  where  it  does  not  convert.  Its  bit- 
terest enemies  must  confess  that  its  practical 
principles  are  worthy  of  all  admiration.  But 
there  is  here  a  second  case,  the  daughter  of  a 
sojourning  proselyte,  towards  whom  the  oral 
law  is  a  little  more  lenient,  it  allows  such  an 
one  to  be  delivered,  but  does  not  permit  the 
Sabbath  to  be  profaned  on  her  account. 
Suppose  then  that  such  an  one  found  herself 
in  the  midst  of  Jews,  and  after  her  delivery 
required  the  comfort  of  a  fire  or  warm  food  for 
herself  or  her  infant,  or  any  other  assistance 
that  would  imply  a  breach  of  the  Sabbath,  it 
could  not  be  done,  but  for  an  Israelitess  it 
may  be  done  ;  can  this  proceed  from  Him  who 
seeks  the  happiness  of  all  his  creatures?  It 
cannot  be  said  that  this  is  a  rare  case,  for  it 
is  easy  to  show  that  this  is  the  general  spirit 
of  the  oral  law. 

biTw  ''C«  ''"^^n^n  D'-ij  m  -c-ij  "i!jn  nn"'n 
b'DTi  b^  ]"'npDD  nbiDta  cn^bj?  nbooi  n•'^y  ^b^^  itm^ 

lijn'?  '■p'b  ^^  "ijjhd  ]b^'2  iips-D  :  n'^:^  /nx-yU^ni  j 
-i^jnV  D3D31  |rra  iiia  -tny^  ^m^pr  ns-n  mn«  \ 
rnpDD  r«  i^irr  ^o  j?ti^  r«T  nbiDo  vb^  T^bD2^  nin«  ' 


:  linn  p  '©-i^dtu  npini  «"in  nn  pbr\^  puj^  pa  \ 


"  If  Gentiles  and  Israelites  live  together  in 
one  court,  even  if  there  be  only  one  Israelite 
and  a  thousand  Gentiles,  and  a  ruin  fall  on 
one  of  them,  the  rubbish  is  to  be  cleared 
away,  on  account  of  the  Israelite.  If  one  of 
them  had  gone  by  himself  to  another  court, 
and  that  court  fell  upon  him,  the  rubbish  is 
also  to  be  cleared  away,  for  perhaps  this  one 
was  the  Israelite,  and  the  rest  were  Gentiles. 
But  if  they  all  set  out  to  go  from  this  court 
to  another  court,  and  during  the  time  of  their 
moving,  one  of  them  separated  and  went  to 
another  court,  and  a  ruin  fell  upon  him,  and 
it  is  not  known  who  he  is,  the  rubbish  is  not 
to  be  cleared  away.  For  as  they  all  moved 
together,  it  is  certain  that  the  Israelite  was 
not  amongst  them  ;  and  every  one  who  sepa- 
rated from  them,  whilst  going,  is  to  be  reck- 
oned as  belonging  to  the  majority."  (Ibid, 
20,  21.)  Here  the  same  utter  recklessness  of 
Gentile  life  or  comfort  is  displayed,  and  no 
one  will  pretend  that  such  laws,  if  carried 
into  effect,  would  promote  the  happiness  of 
mankind.  Accidents,  like  births,  happen  on 
the  Jewish  Sabbath  as  well  as  on  the  other 
days,  but  if  the  oral  law  had  power,  the  Gen- 
tiles to  whom  any  accident  happened,  might 
wait  until  the  Sabbath  was  over,  and  must 
thus  lose  the  only  comfort  which  is  possible 
on  such  an  occasion.  When  a  man  is  suf- 
fering from  severe  bodily  injury,  there  are  but 
two  sources  of  consolation  ;  the  one  is  the  kind 
and  benevolent  attentions  of  man,  the  other 
the  remembrance  of  God's  mercy  and  good- 
ness, but  the  oral  law  cuts  off  both  from  the 
suffering  Gentile.  It  forbids  its  disciples  to 
help  him,  and  says  at  the  same  time  that  this 
is  the  law  of  God.  But  could  the  Jews  them- 
selves be  happy  on  that  Sabbath,  where  such 
an  accident  occurred,  and  where  they  had  left 
a  poor  Gentile  buried  under  the  ruins  of  a 
building?  Could  they  enjoy  peace  in  the 
bosom  of  their  family,  or  could  they  find  holy 
pleasure  in  the  prayers  of  the  synagogue  when 
they  had  left  one  of  God*s  creatures,  a  fellow- 
man,  to  perish  in  his  misery  ?  But  this  law 
would  affect  more  than  the  individual  suf- 
ferer, and  the  few  surrounding  spectators.  It 
would  prevent  all  brotherly  love  between  Jews 
and  Gentiles,  and  until  all  men  learn  the 
reality  of  charity,  the  world  cannot  be  happy. 
If  it  be  true  that  the  religion  given  by  God, 
wherever  it  is  carried  into  practice,  makes 
men  happy,  then  the  religion  of  the  oral  law 
cannot  be  true,  for,  if  practised,  it  would 
make  all  men  miserable. 
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All  who  believe  the  Bible  look  forward,  in 
full  assurance  of  hope,  to  that  happy  period, 
when  Israel  shall  be  gathered  from  the  four 
corners  of  the  earth,  and  restored  to  the  land 
of  their  forefathers  and  the  favour  of  their 
God.  The  days  of  their  mourning  shall  then 
be  ended,  and  their  fasts,  now  observed  on  ac- 
count of  the  misfortunes  of  the  nation,  shall 
be  turned  into  joy  and  gladness. 

'^  Thus  saith   the  Lord  of  Hosts,  the  fast 
of  the  fourth  month,  and  the  fast  of  the  fifth, 
and  the  fast  of  the  seventh,  and  the  fast  of 
the  tenth,  shall  be  to  the  house  of  Judah  joy 
and  gladness,   and   cheerful  feasts  :   therefore 
love  the  truth  and  peace."     (Zech.  viii.  19.) 
At  that  time,  the  prophet  goes  on  to  tell  us, 
Jerusalem  shall  be  the  metropolis  of  the  world, 
and  the  common  centre  to  which  all  the  na- 
tions of  the  earth  shall  flow   "  to  seek    the 
Lord  of  Hosts  and  to  pray  before  Him."  We 
Christians  believe  this  as  fully,  and  long  for 
the  happy  accomplishment  as  ardently  as  the 
Jews.     It  would  give  us  unspeakable  pleasure 
to  behold  the  Jews  on   that  height  of  moral 
dignity    and   glory  for   which    God  destined 
them,  from  the  first  hour  that  he  chose  their 
father  Abraham  to  be  His  friend.     We  desire 
the  arrival  of  this  happy  period,  for  the  sake 
of  the  Jews  themselves,   but  surely  no  Jew 
will  feel  offended  with  us  if  we  say  that  we 
desire  it  also  for  our  own  sakes   and  the  sake 
of  all  the  families  of  men.     We  should  wish 
to  see  Divine  truth  triumphant,  sin  and  mi- 
sery  banished,  and  brotherly  love  universal, 
but  we  see  all  these  things    connected  with 
the  restoration    of  Israel,  and  the  establish- 
ment of  the   kingdom  of  God  upon    earth, 
and  therefore  we  join  with  all  our  heart  in  the 
most  ardent  aspirations  of  the  Jewish  people, 
and  say  "Amen"  to  every  prayer  that  God 
"  would   remember   his  covenant  with  Abra- 
ham, Isaac,  and  Jacob,   and  that  he  would 
also  remember  the  land."     But,  alas!   these 
prayers  and  wishes  and  anticipations   all  re- 
mind us  that  that  happy  day  is  still  future. 
Israel  is  still    scattered  among    the   nations, 
and  instead  of  having  days  of  joy  and  glad- 
ness,  is  about  to  observe  another  solemn  day 
of  mourning  in  remembrance  of  the  desolation 
of  their  city  and  temple.     The  ninth  of  the 
month  of  Av  is  still  a  fast,  and  Rambam 


thus  describes  the  causes  of  mourning  on  that 
day. 

rn3'73"i  •  n"3u?n  nivajxii  nun  mm  .  yix?  ^^02y 
bir\'^'-a  mill"!  c^d'?^  ni  vm  rroxo  inuT  nbii:  n^y 

n«  i-oin  DiD-n  Di3-nri  vsn  m^i-mob  ]'2^■or^  ova 
:  ^"inn  mo  ]ViJ  iQh^j'O  no  □"p"'  vriD  n«i  byrm 
"  On  the  ninth  of  Av  five  things  happened. 
It  was  decreed  in  the  wilderness   that  Israel 
should  not  enter  into  the  land.     The  temple 
was  destroyed,  both  the  first  and  second  time. 
The  great  city  named  Bither  was  taken,  and 
there  were  in   it  thousands  and  tens  of  thou- 
sands of  Israel,  and  they  had  a  great  king, 
whom  all  Israel  and  the   greatest  of  the  wise 
men  imagined  to  be  the  King  Messiah.     But 
he  fell  into  the  hands  of  the  Gentiles,  and  the 
Israelites  were  ail  slain,  and  there  was  a  great 
affliction    similar    to    the   desolation    of    the 
temple.     On  this  same  day,  destined  for  pu- 
nishment, the  wicked  Turnus  Rufus  ploughed 
up  the  sanctuary  and  the   adjacent  parts,  to 
fulfil    that    which    is  said,    '   Zion    shall  be 
ploughed    as    a    field.'      (Mich.    iii.    12.)" 
(Hilchoth  Taanioth.  c.  v.)     The  mere  enu- 
meration of  all   these  dreadful  inflictions  of 
the  Almighty  suggest  many  and  grave  topics 
for  reflection,  but  the  most  important  of  all 
is,  the  cause   of  the    last  desolation    of  the 
temple,  and  the  present  long  captivity.     To 
mourn  over  past  misfortunes   and  to  humble 
ourselves  for  past  sins,    is  indeed  good  and 
wholesome,  but  if  it  does  not  teach  us  how  to 
remedy  the  one  and  to  avoid  the  other,  it  can 
only   terminate   in  despair.     Every  Israelite, 
therefore,  who  weeps  for  the  desolation  of  the 
holy  and  beautiful  house  where   his   fathers 
worshipped,  should  also  set  himself  earnestly 
to  inquire  into  the  cause  and  remedy  of  this 
great  calamity.     Why  was  it  that  the  God  of 
I  mercy   desolated    his    own    house,     the    only 
i  temple  that  He  had  in  the  world  built  by  his 
I  own  express  command  ?     The  idolatry  of  the 
nation  was  the  cause  of  the  destruction  of  the 
I  first  temple. 

b3D  bi^'o  bvj^b  inn  ci-'m  c^^nDn  no  b::  dj 
■^■'ipn  Ta;«  mn^  nu  n«  ixd'-^i  cn;n  mii'in 

;  ioir?D  b>-i  to:?  tj  bi2r^  o  nV^oi  cDinn  v3xbD 
Q'STiynoT  vnn  cm^i  c^nbj^n  ^Ds'^oa  D'^^r'^a  vnn 
:  'i:n  «D-io  y^b  ns?  loyi  mn^  non  mby  ly  rs^a^i 


no 


"  Moreover,  all  the  chief  of  the  priests,  and 
the  people  transgressed  very  niucli,  after  all 
the  abominations  oftlie  heat /ten,  and  polluted 
the  house  of  the  Lord  which  he  had  hal- 
lowed in  Jerusalem.  And  the  Lord  God  of 
their  fathers  sent  to  them  by  his  messengers, 
rising  up  betimes  and  sending;  because  he 
had  compassion  on  his  people,  and  on  his 
dwclling-jDlace :  but  they  mocked  the  mes- 
sengers of  God,  and  despised  his  words,  and 
misused  his  prophets,  until  the  wrath  of  the 
Lord  arose  against  his  people,  till  there  was 
no  remedy.  Therefore  he  brought  upon  them 
the  King  of  the  Chaldeans,  who  slew  their 
young  men  with  the  sword  in  the  house  of 
their  sanctuary,  and  had  no  compassion  upon 
young  man  or  maiden,  old  man  or  him  that 
stooped  for  age  :  he  gave  them  all  into  his 
hand — and  they  burned  the  house  of  God 
and  broke  down  the  wall  of  Jerusalem,  and 
burned  all  the  palaces  thereof  with  fire,  and 
destroyed  all  the  goodly  vessels  thereof."  (2 
Chron.  xxxvi.  14 — 19.)  Here  then  obstinate 
idolatry  is  represented  as  the  cause  of  the 
first  desolation.  Israel  learned  and  practised 
the  abominations  of  the  heathen,  and  thus 
polluted  the  temple,  and  therefore  God  de- 
stroyed the  temple  and  sent  them  into  capti- 
vity. There  were  no  doubt  many  and  other 
great  sins  in  Israel,  but  they  are  not  men- 
tioned, as  if  to  show  that  nothing  short  of  a 
wilful  and  obstinate  departure  from  God 
could  have  led  him  to  adopt  so  severe  a  mea- 
sure. As  long  as  they  retained  their  alle- 
glance  to  God  and  rejected  the  abominations 
of  the  heathen,  there  was  a  hope  and  a  possi- 
bility that  they  might  repent  of  other  sins,  but 
when  men  obstinately  turn  away  from  God, 
and  will  not  hearken  to  his  warnings,  all  hope 
of  repentance  is  at  an  end,  and  there  is  no 
alternative  but  just  judgment.  But  was  this 
the  case  in  the  second  temple  ?  Were  the 
Jews  then  obstinate  idolaters  ?  Had  they 
images  amongst  them,  and  did  they  pollute 
the  second  temple  with  such  abominations  of 
the  heathen  ?  No,  rather  than  bow  down  to 
images,  they  willingly  endured  every  torture, 
and  offered  up  even  their  lives  as  a  sacrifice 
to  the  truth,  and  when  the  second  teinple  was 
destroyed,  there  was  not  amongst  Israel  a 
single  vestige  of  idolatry.  Never,  in  the 
whole  course  of  their  history,  from  the  going 
forth  out  of  Egypt  to  that  day,  was  there  such 
an  apparently  scrupulous  observation  of  the 
letter  of  the  law,  and  never  had  Israel  had  so 
many  learned  men  devoted  to  the  study  of  the 
commandments.  What  then  could  be  the 
cause  of  the  second  desolation  ?  It  was  not 
idolatry,  but  it  must  have  been  something 
equally  odious  in  the  sight  of  God,  and  it 
must  have  been  a  sin  committed  equally  by 
the  priests  and  the  people.  You  observe  that 
in  the  above  description  of  the  first  destruc- 
tion, it  is  said,  "  All  the  chief  of  the  priests, 


and  the  people  transgressed  very  much."  If 
the  priests  had  remained  faithful  to  their  God, 
He  would  not  have  destroyed  tlieir  temple, 
for  there  would  have  been  hope,  that,  by  their 
exertions  and  teaching,  the  people  would  have 
been  brought  to  a  better  mind.  Or  if  the 
people  had  remained  faithful,  God  would  not 
have  punished  the  people  for  the  sins  of  the 
priests ;  he  would  have  cut  off  the  wicked 
priests  and  raised  up  others  according  to  his 
own  heart.  Nothing  short  of  the  unanimous 
wickedness  of  priests  and  people  could  have 
brought  on  so  great  a  calamity.  In  like 
manner  we  infer  that  the  cause  of  the 
second  destruction  was  not  any  partial 
wickedness,  but  some  sin,  of  which  both 
priests  and  people  were  guilty,  that  drew 
down  that  calamity.  And,  further,  it  must 
have  been  a  sin  against  which  they  were 
warned  by  special  messengers  of  God.  When 
the  priests  and  the  people  fell  into  idolatry, 
God  did  not  immediately  destroy  the  first 
temple.  He  first  tried  whether  they  would 
listen  to  his  warnings  and  repent,  and  there- 
fore "  he  sent  to  them  by  his  messengers, 
rising  up  betimes,  and  sending  ;  because  he 
had  compassion  on  his  people,  and  on  his 
dwelling-place."  Now,  surely,  when  we  see 
that  God  showed  such  compassion,  when  He 
was  about  to  send  so  small  a  calamity  as  the 
seventy  years'  captivity,  we  may  safely  infer 
that  he  would  not  bring  the  more  tremendous 
judgment  of  eighteen  hundred  years'  desola- 
tion, without  exhibiting  a  compassion  propor- 
tionate to  the  coming  infliction.  In  the 
former  case  he  sent  special  messengers  and 
prophets  to  warn  them,  he  must  also  have 
acted  similarly  before  the  second  destruction. 
Who,  then,  were  the  messengers  and  the 
prophets  that  warned  the  Jews  of  their  sin  ? 
The  Jews  say,  that  during  the  second  temple 
there  was  no  prophecy ;  but  is  it  possible  to 
imagine  that  the  God  of  Israel  would  shut  up 
his  bowels  of  compassion,  and  pity  neither  his 
people  nor  his  dwelling-place,  but  give  them 
both  over  to  the  most  dreadful  visitation  that 
ever  descended  on  a  nation  without  one  word 
of  warning  ?  When  he  was  about  to  destroy 
Nineveh  he  first  sent  Jonah  to  call  them  to 
repentance,  and  when  his  judgments  were 
about  to  descend  upon  Babylon,  the  words  of 
warning  were  miraculously  written  on  the 
wall  ;  can  we  suppose,  then,  that  God  would 
not  have  as  much  mercy  on  Jerusalem  and  the 
Jews  as  on  Babylon  and  Nineveh  ?  The 
supposition  is  utterly  inconsistent  with  God's 
character  and  dealings.  There  must  have 
been  prophets  who  announced  the  coming 
judgment  and  warned  the  people  of  their  sin. 
Who  were  they,  then,  and  what  was  that  sin 
equal  to  idolatry  which  priests  and  people 
committed  and  obstinately  persevered  in, 
despite  of  all  warning,  and  in  which  their 
descendants    still    persevere?     Idolatry  is  a 
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departure  from  the  true  God,  and  the  setting 
up  a  false  system  of  religious  worship.     Now 
it  is   granted  that   the  Jews  did  not  make 
images,  but  did  they  set  up  a  false  system  of 
worship  and  religion  contrary  to  the  religion 
of  Moses  and  the  prophets  ?     Let  the  oral  law 
and    the    Jewish  Prayer-books    answer  that 
question.     We  have  shown  in  these  papers 
that  the  oral  law  sanctioned   by  the  Jewish 
Prayer-books  is  directly  at  variance  with  the 
written  Word  of  God.     It  teaches  the  Jews 
to  put  trust  in  amulets,  charms,  and  magic, 
which   are  mere   heathenism.      It   teaches  a 
cruel   and  unmerciful  system    for  the  Jews, 
gives  false  ideas  of  the  character  of  God,  and 
actually  forbids  the  Jews  to  love  their  Gentile 
brethren  as  themselves.     The  setting  up  of 
this  system  was  the  great  sin  which  priests 
and  people  all  joined  in  committing,  and  in 
which  their  posterity  still  continue.   They  were 
warned  against  this  sin  :  God  sent  them  ex- 
traordinary messengers,  He  sent  them  Jesus 
of  Nazareth,  the  prophet  like  unto  Moses,  and 
the  Messiah.    The  great  burden  of  his  preach- 
ing was  against  this  false   religion,  the  oral 
law,  but  they  would  not  hearken  to  his  words. 
Priests  and  people  conspired  together  to  re- 
ject and  crucify  him.     Here,   then,   was  the 
result  of  the  false  system  which  they  adopted. 
The  oral  law  was  the  tree,  the  rejection  of  the 
Messiah  the  fruits.     But  still  the  Lord  had 
compassion  upon  his  people,  and  upon  his 
dwelling-place,  he  spared  them   yet  for  forty 
years,  and  in  the  mean  while  sent  his  apos- 
tles to  warn    them  and  testify  against  their 
iniquity  ;   "  but  they  mocked  the  messengers 
of  God,  and  despised  his  words,  and  misused 
his  prophets,  until  the  wrath  of  the  Lord  arose 
against  his  people,  till  there  was  no  remedy," 
and  he  gave  them  into  the  hands  of  the  Ro- 
mans.    Because  they  rejected  Jesus  of  Naza- 
reth  and   his   disciples,   the   temple  and  city 
were  desolated.     The  Jews  have  been  taught 
to  think  that  Jesus  and  his   disciples  were 
deceivers,  but  let  them  consider  this  fact,  that 
if  they  were,  God  himself  has  sealed  the  truth 
of  their  assertions  by  the  acts  of  His  Provi- 
dence.    The  preservation  of  the  temple  and 
city  to  this  day  would  have  been  incontestable 
evidence  that  they   were  deceivers.     Had  no 
judgments  followed  upon  the  crucifixion   of 
Jesus,  it  would  have  been  evident  to  all  man- 
kind,  that  he  was  not   what  he  pretended  to 
be.     But  if  he  was  indeed   the  Messiah,  the 
strongest  possible  attestation  that  God  could 
give,  was  the  exemplary  punishment  of  those 
who  crucified  him,  and  this    God  has  given. 
They  crucified  Jesus,  and  God  destroyed  the 
temple  and   scattered  the  people.     'U''ithout 
this,  the  religion  of  Jesus  never  could  have 
triumphed  as  it  has  done.     If  the  temple  were 
still   standing,  and  the   Jews  in    their  land, 
they  could  point  to  the  temple  and  say,  "  See 
that  temple,  the  monument  of  God's  favour 


and  presence,  it  is  still  amongst  us,  and  shows 
that  Jesus  could  not  have  been  the  IMessiah. 
If  he  had  been  the  Messiah,  God  would  not 
have  left  us  this  unequivocal  testimony  of  his 
favour."     But  this  proof  of  their  righteous- 
ness God  has  taken    away,  and   that  within 
forty  years  after  the  crucifixion  of  Jesus ;  so 
that  God  himself  has  given  the  strongest  pos- 
sible attestation  to  the  truth  of  his  claims. 
Ijet  any  reflective   Israelite   calmly  consider 
this,  that  if  Jesus  was  not  what  he  claimed  to 
be,  his  crucifixion  was  the  most  meritorious 
act  that   the    Jews   ever    performed.     They 
thereby  did  what  they  could  to  stay  the  pro- 
gress of  a  false  religion  that  was  to  overrun 
the  world,  and  to  uphold  the  truth  ;  can  they, 
then,  suppose  that  God  would  punish  them 
for  doing  that  which  was  right,  and  give  the 
sacred  sanction  of  His  Providence  to  him  that 
was  doing  wrong  ?     When  Phinehas,  the  son 
of  Eleazar,  slew  the  Israelite  and  the  Midian- 
itish  woman  with  his  spear,  the  plague  was 
stayed  from  Israel,  and  can  we  imagine  that 
the  high  priests  who  condemned  Jesus  would 
have  had  a  less  reward  if  his  claims  had  been 
false  ?     If  Christianity  be  not  true,  then  God 
himself  has  interposed  to  crush  the  truth,  and 
to   build   up  falsehood.      If  Christianity  be 
true,  then  God  could  do  nothing  more  to  at- 
test  its  truth  than  he  has  done  by  the  destvuc- 
tion  of  the  temple.     There  was  but  one  unan- 
swerable argument  against   Christianity,  and 
that  was  the  existence  of  the  temple ;  but 
God  himself  has  answered  that  argument  by 
taking  away  the  temple,  and  therefore  we  in- 
fer that  as  God  has  done  all  that  he  could  to 
establish  the  truth  of  Christianity,  it  must  be 
true. 

The  Jews  think  that  if  Jesus  had  been  the 
Messiah,  it  is  impossible  that  the  priests  and 
learned  men  of  his  time  could  have  rejected 
him.  But  the  events  which  they  commcmo- 
rate  on  the  ninth  of  Av  show  the  untenable- 
nessof  this  argument.  On  this  day  the  Jews 
commemorate,  first  of  all,  the  decree  that  the 
Israelites  should  die  in  the  wilderness.  And 
why  did  they  die  in  the  wilderness  ?  Be- 
cause they  would  not  believe  in  Moses. 
"  And  the  children  of  Israel  murmured 
against  Moses  and  Aaron  :  and  the  whole 
congregation  said  unto  them.  Would  God 
that  we  had  died  in  the  land  of  Egypt !  or 
would  God  that  we  had  died  in  this  wilder, 
ness.  And  they  said  one  to  another,  Let  us 
make  a  captain,  and  let  us  return  into  Egypt." 
(Numbers  xiv.  2.)  Yet  they  had  seen  the 
plagues  of  Egypt,  and  they  had  passed 
through  the  Red  Sea,  and  were  at  that  mo- 
ment supplied  miraculously  with  food,  but  for 
all  that  they  did  not  believe,  and  that  "  The 
whole  congregation,"  Will  any  Jew  say, 
that  this  unbelief  proves  that  Moses  was  a 
false  prophet  ?  If  not,  why  not  ?  Every 
argument  that  will  prove  that  the  unbelief  of 
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that  generation  is  no  argument  against  tlie 
claims  of  Moses,  will  equally  demonstrate 
that  the  unbelief  of  the  Jews  in  the  time  of 
Jesus  is  no  argument  against  his  Messiahship. 
If  it  was  possible  for  them  to  disbelieve  the 
word  of  Moses,  after  all  that  they  had  seen,  it 
is  equally  possible  that  they  should  have  re- 
jected Christ. 

But  remark  here,  it  was  only  the  old  gene- 
ration that  God  sentenced  to  die  in  the  wilder- 
ness. The  children  who  did  not  participate 
in  the  unbelief  of  their  fathers  entered  into 
the  land.  Now  if  anything  similar  had  hap- 
pened  to  the  Jews  since  the  destruction  of  the 
second  temple,  that  is,  if  after  a  few  years'  cap- 
tivity they  had  returned  to  their  land  xvithout 
hecoviing  Christians,  they  might  then  argue 
that  the  rejection  of  Jesus  was  not  the  sin  for 
which  they  were  exiled.  They  might  say. 
We  have  not  become  Christians,  and  yet  God 
has  restored  us  ;  it  is  plain  therefore  that  this 
was  not  the  cause  of  the  second  desolation. 
But  God's  dealings  have  been  just  the  reverse. 
The  Jewish  nation  have  gone  on  from  century 
to  century,  fasting  and  humbling  themselves 
before  the  God  of  their  fathers,  and  yet  he 
does  not  restore  them,  a  plain  token  that  they 
still  participate  in  the  sin  of  their  fathers. 
And  a  plamer  proof  still  of  the  truth  of 
Christianity,  for  God  still  continues  the  pro- 
vidential  act,  whereby  he  originally  proved 
that  Christianity  was  true.  Israel  still  rejects 
Christianity,  and  therefore  Israel  still  continues 
in  dispersion.  The  only  argument,  that  could 
even  appear  to  prove  that  the  rejection  of 
Jesus  was  not  the  cause  of  the  second  desola- 
tion, would  be  the  restoration  of  the  Jews  in 
an  unconverted"  state.  But  that  argument 
God  refuses  to  grant,  and  has  refused  it  to 
his  beloved  people  for  many  centuries.  If 
Judaism  be  true,  why  should  he  thus  continue 
to  declare  against  it  ?  If  Christianity  be  false, 
why  should  he  from  century  to  century  stamp 
it  with  the  seal  of  truth  ? 

But, in  thenext  place,  the  Jews  commemorate 
the  destruction  of  the  first  temple,  that  is, 
they  commemorate  the  idolatry  of  the  chief 
priests  and  the  people.  They  remember  that 
the  learned  and  the  unlearned  of  the  nation 
rejected  the  true  God  and  turned  to  dunib 
idols.  How  then  can  the  Jews  say  that  it  is 
impossible  for  a  nation,  that  openly  rejected 
the  God  of  their  fathers,  to  reject  the  Mes- 
siah ?  There  can  be  no  greater  proof  of  folly 
and  wickedness  than  to  reject  God  and  worship 
a  stock  or  a  stone  ;  but  of  this  Israel  has  been 
guilty,  and  because  of  this  sin  the  first  temple 
was  destroyed.  The  man  who  rejects  the 
true  God  will  also  reject  his  msssenger.  But 
Israel  has  done  the  one,  why  then  should  it 
be  denied  that  they  could  do  the  other  ?  The 
only  possible  answer  that  can  be  given  is,  that 


the  priests  and  the  people  were  a  great  deal 
wiser  and  better  in  the  days  of  Jesus  than  in 
those  of  the  first  temple.  But  if  this  be  true, 
why  was  the  temple  destroyed  ?  Why  were 
those,  who  were  so  much  wiser  and  better, 
punished  with  a  more  dreadful  punishment 
than  those  who  were  so  much  more  foolish 
and  wicked  ?  If  we  are  to  judge  of  the  com- 
parative wisdom  and  piety  of  the  two  by  the 
measure  of  punishment,  then  we  must  say, 
that  the  idolatrous  priests  and  people  of  the 
first  temple  were  a  great  deal  wiser  and  better 
than  the  priests  and  people  of  the  second 
temple,  for  the  former  escaped,  after  a  cap- 
tivity of  seventy  years,  the  latter  have  been 
exiled  for  seventeen  centuries.  The  tre- 
mendous nature  of  the  punishment  would 
show,  that  the  priests  and  people,  who  rejected 
Jesus,  were  more  wicked  than  their  idolatrous 
forefathers,  and  if  so,  their  testimony  against 
Jesus  is  of  no  value. 

But  the  Jews  also  commemorate  on  this  day 
the  destruction  of  the  city  of  Bither,  that  is, 
they  commemorate  the  folly  of  all  their  greatest 
rabbles  in  following  an  impostor,  and  be- 
lieving in  him  as  their  Messiah.  There  Bar 
Kochav  took  refuge  with  those  whom  he  de- 
luded. Rambam  says,  "  All  Israel,  and  the 
greatest  of  their  wise  men,  imagined  him 
to  be  the  Messiah,"  and  we  know  that  the 
famous  Rabbi  Akiva  was  amongst  the  num- 
ber. Here,  then,  we  have  practical  proof  that 
the  judgment  of  those  rabbles,  who  rejected 
Jesus,  was  not  to  be  depended  upon.  If  they 
had  succeeded  in  their  efforts,  they  would  have 
taught  all  Israel  to  believe  in  an  impostor ; 
but  the  providence  of  God  gave  them  all  over 
to  destruction  in  the  very  act  of  following  a 
false  prophet.  And  yet  these  are  the  men 
who  have  handed  down  the  oral  law,  and 
compiled  the  precepts  of  Rabbinic  religion ; 
men,  whom  the  Jews  themselves  tell  us,  were 
the  followers  of  a  false  prophet  and  the  dupes 
of  an  impostor.  How  can  they  possibly  be- 
lieve in  a  system  which  has  such  men  for  its 
authors ;  men  who  seduced  thousands  and 
tens  of  thousands  of  Israel  to  plunge  them- 
selves into  ruin  ?  If  Rabbi  Akiva,  and  his 
colleagues,  had  not  espoused  the  cause  of  Bar 
Kochav,  he  could  never  have  succeeded  in  de- 
luding such  numbers  of  Israelites;  they, 
therefore,  are  answerable  for  that  dreadful  ca- 
lamity. But  when  the  Jews  of  the  present 
day  commemorate  that  sore  affliction,  should 
they  not  remember  also  that  it  is  high  time  to 
give  up  that  religious  system  that  was  the 
cause  of  it,  and  of  all  the  evils  that  have  since 
followed;  or  at  least  seriously  and  carefully 
investigate  a  religion,  fidelity  to  which  is  com- 
patible with  the  departure  of  God's  favour, 
the  destruction  of  the  temple,  and  a  long  and 
awful  captivity  ? 
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In  our  last  number  but  one  the  Bible  doc- 
trine, that  true  religion  must  necessarily  pro- 
mote the  happiness  of  man,  was  laid  down  as 
the  basis  of  our  reasonings.  The  truth  of  the 
principle  is  admitted  by  every  thinking  man, 
whether  Jew  or  Christian  ;  but  plain  as  it  is, 
it  is  frequently  overlooked,  and  a  large  portion 
of  mankind  is  accustomed  to  look  on  religion 
and  ils  c  rdinances,  not  as  blessings  in  them- 
selves, nor  as  a  course  of  moral  discipline  de- 
vised by  the  wisdom  of  God  for  the  good  of 
inan,  but  as  a  system  of  arbitrary  enactments 
instituted  to  give  men  an  opportunity  of  trea- 
suring up  a  store  of  merit,  and  of  earning  an 
eternal  reward.  Hence  in  all  the  superstitions, 
which  man  has  invented,  we  perceive  an  undue 
regard  for  the  mere  external  act ;  and  an  ex- 
pectation that  the  performance  of  the  act  will 
ensure  the  Divine  favour.  Thus  the  modern 
Hindoo  stands  on  a  sharp  spike,  or  suspends 
his  poor  body  by  an  iron  hook,  or  offers  it  to 
be  crushed  under  the  wheels  of  the  idol's  cha- 
riot, and  thinks  thereby  to  purchase  eternal 
felicity.  And  thus  also  the  more  ancient 
idolaters,  the  worshippers  of  Baal  in  the  time 
of  their  need,  wounded  themselves  with  knives 
and  lances,  and  expected  that  for  such  meri- 
torious  religious  observances  their  prayers 
should  be  heard  and  that  they  should  have  a 
blessing.  But  it  is  possible,  without  professing 
a  totally  false  religion,  to  view  God's  true 
commandments  in  the  same  light,  and  over- 
looking the  spirit  and  the  object  of  his  insti- 
tution, to  fix  the  whole  attention  upon  the 
letter  or  outward  act,  and  the  quantum  of  re- 
ward which  it  may  purchase.  This  the  rab- 
bles have  done,  particularly,  in  reference  to  the 
institution  of  the  Sabbath-day.  They  appear 
to  have  forgotten  altogether  that  the  Sabbath 
was  made  for  man  as  a  blessing  and  means  of 
grace,  and  have  therefore  in  their  attempts  to 
promote  the  observance  of  the  day,  entirely 
sacrificed  the  peace,  comfort,  and  happiness 
of  man  to  the  mere  appearance  of  preserving 
the  letter  of  the  command  inviolate.  Their 
fundamental  idea  of  keeping  the  Sabbath-day 
is,  that  it  is  an  act  of  obedience  whereby 
something  may  be  purchased. 
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"  We  read  in  the  sixteenth  chapter  of  the 
treatise  Shabbath,  R.  Johanan   says,   in   the 
name  of  R.  Jose,  that  to  every  one,  who  makes 
the  Sabbath  a  delight,  an  infinite  inheritance 
is  given.     Rav  Nachman,   the   son  of  Isaac, 
says,    He    shall,    besides,   be  delivered   from 
serving    the    monarchies.       R.    Judah    says, 
Rav   says,    To  every    one,    who   makes    ll^.e 
Sabbath  a  delight,  the  desires  of  his  heart 
are  given.      K.  Chiia,    the  son  of  Abba,  says, 
In  the  name  of  Rabbi  Johanan,  whosoever 
keeps  the  Sabbath  according   to   its  constitu- 
tions, even  though  he  were  an  idolater  like 
Enosh,  he  shall  be  forgiven.     R.  Judah  says, 
Rav  says,  If  Israel  would  keep  the  first  Sab- 
bath according  to  its  constitutions,  no  nation 
nor  tongue  should  rule  over  them.   R.  Simeon, 
the  son  of  Jochai,  says,  If  Israel  would  keep 
two  Sabbaths,  they  should  be  immediately  de- 
livered."     (Arbah  Turim.    Orach    Chaiim  § 
242.)     Thus   the  rabbles   sanction   the  false 
and  superstitious  notion,   that  an  external  act 
can    purchase  the  favour  of  God,   and  even 
atone  for  the  most  atrocious  violation  of  the 
divine  law.     The  Israelites  are  taught  to  be- 
lieve that  if  they  would  only  observe  the  Sab- 
bath according  to  the  Rabbinic  constitution, 
all   their  other   transgressioiis    would    imme- 
diately be  forgiven, and  they  themselves  restored 
to  the  land  of  their  fathers,  and  in  the  mean- 
while the  individual  sinner  is  told  not  to  be 
uneasy,  for  that  if  he  had  committed  idolatry, 
the  most  heinous  offence  against  God,  tlie  ob- 
servation of  the  Rabbinical  precepts  respecting 
the  Sabbath  will  wipe  away  the  score.  What 
then  will  he  think,  who  has  ever  kept  himself 
outwardly  from  this  capital  offence,  and  only 
been  guilty  as  he   thinks  of  sinning  against 
his  neighbour  ?     He  will  make  sure  that  the 
Sabbath  observance  will  wipe  out  the  week's 
reckoning,    and   commence  his   sinful  career 
again  the  following  week  with  the  assurance, 
that  if  he  only  live  until  the  Sabbath-day,  he 
can    make  all  good   again.     And    thus   the 
Sabbath-day,  ordained  by  God  for  the  purpose 
of  nurturing  true  religious  feeling,  is  by  the 
oral  law  turned  into  the  means  of  eradicating 
all  religious  principle  out  of  the  heart.     The 
end  for  which  the  external  observance  was 
I 
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insiituled  is  not  only  forgot tt-n,  but  misrepre- 
sented. The  holy  affections  which  it  was 
meant  to  produce  and  nourish  as  a  prepara- 
tion for  eternity  are  overlooked,  and  the  mere 
liutward  form  held  up  as  the  price  which  men 
are  to  pay  for  eternal  felicity. 

That  the  Rabbinical  laws  are  almost  alto- 
gether  occupied  with  the  merest  external  ob- 
servances will  be  plain  to  any  one  who  will 
take  the  trouble  to  read  them  through.  Take, 
for  uistance,  some  of  the  lav/s  which  refer  to 
the  keeping  food  warm  on  the  Sabbath-day  :  — 

131:?  bD  b^i  iibxa  b'-^in  ii'o  ;  r\y^2  a^bn^i  nnn» 
1D-12  b3  hsi'2^'  r-mvi  Mi  pn:2  bD  lomn  sb©  ]^om 
>23  bv  "inij^  |^rTC?2 1'«  "lb  nc'  ^irr  pQ'^!?o'i;  p^  bsi 

-tD"'Db  •  ip'2'-^*''  '"f^  "i^  "^^^"^^  D^b^rnb  n^  D^brni  nnn' 

7D12QD  ]n  nn©  a^bn^rr  iq?di^«£'  i«  npin  ]ntri:n 
rrani  'bb^n  i«  mi:!  ix  vrpi  mp^Dn^ij  ih?  idki 

nnn^  «q-»u  ]mi:  ]^«i  mo  imn  n^on  nrr'i)  n^bs? 

:  '©X2 
"  It  is  lawful  to  leave  a  pot  on  the  fire,  or 
meat  in  the  oven  or  upon  the  coals,  and  al- 
though the  cooking  thus  continues,  it  is  law- 
ful to  eat  them  on  the  Sabbath.      But  in  this 
matter  there  are  some  things  forbidden,  and 
the  cause  of  the  prohibition  is,  lest  any  man 
should  stir  the  fire  on  the  Sabbath.     For  ex- 
ample, food  that  has  not  been  cooked  as  much 
as  it  requires,   or  hot  water  that  has  not  been 
sufficiently  heated,  or  food  which  has  had  the 
requisite  cooking,  but  which  improves  all  the 
time  that  it  is  left  to  stew,  must  not  be  left  on 
the  fire  on  the  Sabbath,  even  though  it  may 
have    been    placed    there,   whilst  it  was  yet 
day  on  the  Friday.     This  has  been  decreed, 
lest    one   should   stir   the   coals   in  order  to 
finish    the    cooking    thereof,    or   to   stew  it. 
Therefore,    if   the   fire  be  swept  up,  or  co- 
vered  with  ashes,  or  with  the  coarse  part  of 
flax,  or  if  the  coals  have  ceased  to  glow,  for 
then  they  are  lool:ed  upon  as  covered  with  ashes, 
or  if  the  fire  had  been  made  with  straw  or 
stubble,   or  with  the  dung   of   small    cattle, 
then,    as   there  are    no   burning  coals,  it  is 
lawful    to  leave  the  food  there  on  the  Sab- 
bath, for  in  this  case  the  man's  mi;  d  will  be 
turned  away  from  the  cooking,  and  the  only 
object  of    the    decree  is,  lest  the  fire  should 
be  stirred."     (Ililchoth   Shabbalh,  c.  iii.   3.) 
No  one  can  deny  that  this  passage  prescribes 
the  merest  outward  observances.     The  general 
principle  is  that  it  is  not  lawful  to  stir  the 
fire  on  the  Sabbath,  for  that  would  be  doing 
work,  and  from  this  follow  those  other  pro- 
hibitions of  all  things  which  might  tempt  a 


man  to  be  guilty  of  this  grave  offence.  But 
they  all  refer  to  outward  acts,  from  which  it 
is  easy  for  any  one,  without  any  great  exer- 
tion of  self-denial,  or  any  advance  in  moral 
discipline,  to  abstain,  and  yet  he  has  all  the 
merit  and  satisfaction  of  the  most  self-denying 
piety,  and  thinks  that  he  is  thereby  paying  a 
part  of  the  price  of  his  salvation,  and  making 
atonement  for  the  gravest  moral  transgressions 
of  which  he  may  have  been  guilty  during  the 
week.  Take,  again,  the  following  precepts, 
and  say  whether  they  be  not  of  the  very  same 
character  : — 
'©•>  D^<  D^D  "lOri  rMW  lis?!  "["TO  lb  ^'^'^'^^  ''^ 

«bi  iinnn-*!?  inxb  F]«  n^ib  ido  ]rv  •^^^0T^^  nD2  IDS' 
nin^b  bi3^  i3\v  a^>!?o  k2q  c«  bi^  •  ^^^rJr^  bi"  i:n^r 


x'ln  s^nvDm  cv  i^rio  n^'?  n.^i  p  nx  k:^ 


nDob 

•  '^b^r^  xih'cd  -nann  bi-  T\:r^'2'  n^'o  ids'  ;\^  :  ic^DD 
ibn  -nin>-»nDT  •  -nDi^^-ir  nr^n  bDi  iddd  br£,^b  inn 

•  iviipi  •  r^^J:i^t}  '  \mn"i  •  "iiDn  idi?  n^  :  vb^  i^n'^^ 
m«  chm:  ]vd  nbb<D  in.^b  i^^n"'  «b"i  niDnn  by  i^n^i"' 
|\yTr)  ""Db  n-oi^ub  i2Dn^  nEV>r  •©"in  ^^o^  rrn  :  "iniD^ 
Ki^  pTDpnin  n'::iMjb  "io:n^  ]rJ:^p^  n'liVi?  :  bbD  ns-T  ^b 
«b  IDS'  ]"'«  :  nin'Mj  'Db  i33n^  fr^pi  •©nn  :  nm  bb^b 

!  niDSi  m«D  mnD  mno  iDbtcbTC^  m  sbi  m 
*'  If  a  man  travelling  on  the  Sabbath-eve 
be  overtaken  by  night,*  and  has  with  him  a 
purse,  and  there  be  also  with  him  a  Gentile 
and  an  ass,  let  him  give  his  ptirse  to  the  Gen- 
tile, even  after  it  be  dark,  but  let  him  not  lay 
it  on  the  ass.f     But  if  he  find  any  thing,  he 
may  not  give  it  to  the  Gentile,  unless  it  came 
into  his  hand  whilst  it  was  yet  day,   for  then 
it  is  a  similar  case  to  that  of  his  purse.     If 
there  be  no  Gentile  with  him,  then  let  him  lay 
it  on  the  ass,  whilst  he  is  moving,  but  let  him 
take  great  care  to  take  it  off  every  time  he 
stands   still.     But   when  he  begins  to  move 
again,  then  let  him  lay  it  on.     If  there  be 
with  him  an  ass,  and  a  deaf  and  dumb  per- 
son, an  idiot  and  a  child,  then  let  him  lay  it 
on  the  ass,  but  let  him  not  give  to  one  of 
these,  for  they  are  human  beings  like  himself. 
If  there  be  with  him  a  deaf  and  dumb  per- 
son and  an  idiot,  let  him  give  it  to  the  idiot, 
as  he  has  no  understanding   at  all.     If  an 
idiot  and  a  child,  let  him  give  it  to  the  idiot, 
for  the  child  will  be  reckoned  amongst  those 
that  have  understanding.    If  a  deaf  and  dumb 
person  and  a  child,  let  him  give  it  to  which- 
ever he  pleases.     If  there  be  with  him  neither 
one  nor  the  other,  let  him  move  it  along  gra- 
dually,   each    time     less     than    four    ells." 
(Orach.  Chaiim.,  sec.  266)     Here  again  the 
great  concern  is  to  observe  the  form  and  letter 
of  the  rabbinical  command,  which  represents 
the  carrying  of  a  purse  on  the  Sabbath-day 

*  That  is,  if  the  Sabbath   coniinence    before  he 
can  get  to  a  resting  place. 

+ :  ^331  «bi  inn^3'©  bi?  miiiD  nnt<  nnm 

For  thou  art  commaniKd  respecting  the  resting  of 
the  ass,  but  not  respecting  that  of  the  Gentile. 
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a-^  woik,  and  therefore  unlawful.     The  law  of  i 
IVIoses   says   noihing    either   one  way  or  the  i 
other,  hut  leaves  it  to  every  man's  conscience. 
The  rabbles  who  made  it  unlawful  soon  found  \ 
that  serious  inconvenience  might  arise,   as  in  j 
the  case  of  a  man  on  a  journey  overtaken  by  | 
the  Sabbath,  before  he  could  get  to  a  resting-  | 
place.     What  is  he  to  do,   is  he  to  leave  his  I 
purse  behind  rather  than  profane  the  Sabbath  ? 
That  allernative  the   Pharisees  did  not  like, 
and  therefore  set  their  wits  to  work  to  devise 
some  plan,   whereby  the  outward  form  might 
be  observed,  and  yet  the  purse  be  safely  con- 
veyed along  with  its  proprietor.     In  the  first 
place,  they  allow  it  to  be  given  to  a  Gentile, 
but  every  man  of  comrnon  sense  will  see  that 
this  only  saves  the  outwaid  appearance,  for  if 
it  be  unlawful  to  carry  the  purse,   it  must  be 
equally   unlawful  to  cause  it  to  be  carried,  for 
he  who  commands  or  causes  work  to  be  done 
is  really  and  in  the  sight  of  God  the  doer,  just 
as  he  who  hires  a  man  to  murder  a  third  per- 
son is  in  reality  the  murderer.     If,  therefore, 
the  Jew   dare   not  carry   the  purse  himself, 
neither  may  he  give  it  to  a  Gentile,  nor  an 
idiot,  nor  a  child,  nor  even  lay  it  upon  his  ass. 
This  case  only  shows  the  insincerity  of  the 
Scribes  and  Pharisees,  and  their  love  of  money 
rather  than  of  God's  cominandment.    In  other 
cases  they  lay  it  down  as  a  law  that  no  Jew  is 
to  ask  a  Gentile  to  do  work  for  him  on  the 
Sabbath. 

:  p:?!"!  Dwvb  "ixiin  p^ri-2  nbp  nj\r! 
"  It  is  unlawful  to  tell  a  Gentile  to  do  work 
for  us  on  the  Sabbath,  although  the  Sabbath 
command  is  not  binding  upon  him,  and  al- 
though he  told  him  before  the  Sabbath,  and 
even  though  he  should  not  require  that  work 
until  after  the  Sabbath.  This  prohibition  is 
of  the  words  of  the  Scribes,  and  was  made  to 
-prevent  Israelites  from  thinking  lightly  of  the 
Sabbath,  and  thus  coming  at  last  to  do  the 
work  themselves."  (Hilchoth  Sabbath,  c.  vi. 
1  )  Here,  then,  the  very  thing  which  is 
allowed  above,  is  expressly  forbidden  on  the 
authority  of  the  Scribes,  and  consequently  a 
transgression  would  make  a  man  liable  to  be 
flogged,  as  is  expressly  stated  in  this  chapter. 

mDH^b  ^b  nnra  rmno  m^o  im«  pm  inrM)  ^d 

'*  An  Israelite  who  tells  a  Gentile  to  do  a 
certain  work  for  him  on  the  Sabbath,  although 
he  has  transgressed,  and  is  to  be  Hogged  with 
the  flogging  of  rebellion,  yet  he  may  lawfully 
make  use  of  that  work  when  the  Sabbath  is 
over,  if  he  wait  as  long  as  it  would  take  to 


accomplish  the  work."  (Ibid,  8.)  These 
two  passages,  then,  plainly  contradict  each 
otlier.  The  one  says  it  is  unlawful  to  tell  a 
Gentile  to  do  work  on  the  Sabbath,  and  that 
he  who  does  so  is  to  be  flogged.  The  other 
permits  a  Jew  to  give  a  Gentile  his  purse  to 
carry,  and  this  is  work,  or  else  the  Jew  might 
carry  it  himself.  Now  if  the  latter  case  be 
lawful,  then  the  former  is  also  lawful ;  and  it 
is  most  cruel  and  tyrannical  to  flog  a  man  for 
doing  what  is  lawful.  On  the  other  hand,  if, 
according  to  the  general  rule,  it  be  unlawful, 
then  it  is  plainly  unlawful  in  this  particular 
case ;  and  it  is  plain  that  the  Scribes,  with  all 
their  pretensions,  thought  it  better  to  trans- 
gress what  they  considered  a  divine  command, 
than  to  lose  their  money.  But  if  the  traveller 
has  got  neither  an  ass,  nor  an  idiot,  nor  a 
Gentile  with  him,  then  there  is  apparently  no 
way  of  escape,  for  it  is  unlawful,  ac.  ording  to 
the  oral  law,  to  carry  any  burden  more  than 
a  distance  of  four  ells  on  the  Sabbath-day  ; 
and  one  would  naturally  expect,  that  those 
who  punish  a  profanation  of  the  Sab- 
bath with  stoning  or  flogging — that  is,  who 
spare  neither  hurran  blood  nor  life — would 
tell  him  to  leave  his  purse,  rather  than  trans- 
gress the  Divine  command.  But  no,  they 
tell  him  to  carry  it  less  than  four  ells,  then 
to  lay  it  down,  take  it  up  and  carry  it  again  a 
distance  of  less  than  four  ells,  and  thus,  bit 
by  bit,  carry  it  to  the  first  inn.  Here,  again, 
there  is  an  appearance  of  preserving  the  letter 
of  the  Rabbinical  command;  but  no  man  in 
his  senses  can  see  that  there  is  any  real  dif- 
ference between  carrying  it  at  one  turn,  or  at 
five  hundred  short  turns  of  less  than  four  ells, 
the  whole  distance  is  just  the  same,  and  the 
work  just  the  same  in  the  sight  of  God. 
Either  it  is  altogether  lawful,  and  then  the 
Rabbinical  precepts  appear  as  folly  and  ty- 
ranny, or  it  is  altogether  unlawful,  and  then 
these  precepts  appear  as  a  mere  evasion  and 
a  trick.  But,  in  every  case,  a  cheap  way  is 
presented  for  purchasing  salvation,  and 
atoning  for  past  sin.  There  is  no  great  ex- 
ertion of  m.oral  principle  necessary  to  make 
the  traveller  let  another  person,  or  an  ass  carry 
his  purse  to  an  inn. 

Another  part  of  the  Rabbinical  mode  of 
observing  the  Sabbath,  the  preparation  of  the 
Sabbath  table,  has  just  the  same  tendency  to 
direct  the  mind  to  the  mere  external  act. 

■©"ri  Dixb  lb  ]'ibD  m^'n  ■'i^bn  'y^  K3':n  ''-11 
in-'ib  ^ituD  in  in«T  itq  nni>«  in^ib  -dodh  n^n'D 
avjD  -^iib'o  nrsit)  n-£ioi  ■jm''  ^nb-^'i  pibi  -id  t^:^'^ 
r^2^v  ri  -[«brDi  nt^in  naw  p  i^rr-u;  pii-i  ^n>  n^ix 
«n''\D  p:J-i  'n'  "tdi.^  s-t  i^jbo  ixb  Ch^i  in-iD  brn  p« 
nn-i3  bs-i  TI2VJ  ir>n  "[^boi  nazn  ni-^-b  p 
"  Let  a  man  arrange  his  table  and  spread 


no 


the  couches,  and  order  all  the  affairs  of  his 
house,  that  he  may  find  it  ready  and  ordered 
when  he  returns  from  the  synagogue  ;  for 
Eabbi  Jose  says,  in  the  name  of  Rabbi 
Chanina,  That  two  angels  accompany  a  man 
on  the  Sabbath  eve,  on  his  return  from  the 
synagogue,  the  one  good,  the  other  evil. 
When  he  comes  to  his  house,  if  the  Sabbath 
lamp  be  found  lighted,  and  the  table  prepared, 
and  the  couch  spread,  the  good  angel  says, 
God  grant  that  it  may  be  so  the  next  Sabbath  ; 
and  the  evil  angel  must  say  Amen,  in  spite  of 
himself.  But  if  this  be  not  the  case,  then  the 
evil  angel  says,  God  grant  that  it  may  be  so 
on  the  next  Sabbath,  and  then  the  good  spirit 
must  say  Amer,  in  spite  of  himself."  (Orach 
Chaiim,  §  2f52.)  Let  not  the  Israelite  think 
that  we  object  to  the  decent  and  reverential 
preparation  of  the  house  for  the  Sabbath,  that 
is  all  right  and  proper  ;  but  to  exalt  this  into 
a  command,  and  represent  obedience  to  it  as  a 
meritorious  act,  is  to  turn  the  mind  to  trivial 
outward  performances,  and  to  teach  men  to 
rest  on  them  as  on  the  great  duties  af  religion. 
And  here  the  mere  putting  of  the  house  into 
order  is  represented  as  so  grave  a  matter,  that 
two  angels  are  sent  home  with  every  Israelite 
on  the  Sabbath  eve,  to  take  cognizance  of  the 
matter.  The  story  of  the  angels  is  evidently 
a  fable,  and  is  another  proof  of  the  fictitious 
character  of  the  oral  law  ;  but  it  shows  how 
the  rabbles  wandered  from  the  substance  of 
religion  to  the  mere  shadow  of  external  ob- 
servances. The  Sabbath  lamp  here  men- 
tioned is  another  instance  of  the  same  kind. 

"  Let  a  man  be  careful  to  have  a  handsome 
lamp,  for  Rav  Huna  says.  He  that  is  accus- 
tomed to  take  great  care  in  trimming  his 
Sabbath  lam.p  well,  will  have  children  who 
shall  be  disciplesof  the  wise,  i.e.  learned  men." 
No  one  can  deny  that  this  is  a  mere  external 
act,  but  yet  it  is  represented  as  meritorious, 
and  payment  is  promised  :  but  the  mode  in 
which  the  performance  is  required  is  still  more 
calculated  to  promote  the  idea,  that  this  ex- 
ternal act  is  of  great  importance. 
pibi  "\3  pnii  nvnb  ]'T'n  d^'O^d  in^ji  D"''©3t<  int^i 


"p^b  i^m  '  ni'©  :3ii-  y?Dn  rriSD  n:n  nx  p^^ioi  ]'oxd 

:  ni-cy  b'i.''  id  p'birrb  "i:i!Ji  rnii'oi  MXDip 
"  Men  and  women  are  equally  obligated  to 
have  a  lighted  lamp  in  their  house  on  the 
Sabbath.  Yea,  though  a  man  have  nothing 
to  eat,  he  must  beg  from  door  to  door,  and  get 
oil,  and  light  the  lamp,  for  this  is  an  essential 
part  of  the  Sabbath  delight.  He  is  also  bound 
to  pronounce  the  benediction.  Blessed  art 
thou,  O  Lord,  King  of  the  world,  who  has 
sanctified  us  by  his  commandments,  and  com- 
manded us  to  light  the  Sabbath  lamp." 
(Hilchoth  Shabbath,  c.  v.  1.)  Of  course 
every  Jew,  who  thinks  that  a  Sabbath  lamp 
is  as  necessary  as  food,  and  that  God  requires 
it  even  from  him  that  has  no  food,  must  think 
that  it  is  of  great  value,  and  that  obedience  to 
this  command  is  a  most  meritorious  act.  And 
yet  all  must  confess  that  it  is  a  mere  outward 
performance,  which  may  be  observed  by  him 
who  has  neither  the  fear  nor  the  love  of  God. 
The  tendency  of  all  these  laws  is  the  same, 
that  is,  to  draw  the  mind  away  from  the  so- 
lemn duties  of  religion,  and  to  persuade  the 
impenitent  sinner  that  these  observances^  will 
atone  for  his  transgressions.  When  conscience 
reminds  him  of  sins,  not  those  which  he  has 
committed  long  since,  of  which  he  has  re- 
pented, and  which  he  has  forsaken,  but  of 
those  which  he  has  been  committing  the  past 
v/eek,  and  intends  to  commit  again,  as  soon  as 
the  Sabbath  is  over,  it  is  silenced  by  an  enu- 
meration of  the  various  acts  of  obedience, 
which  are  to  be  set  down  at  the  other  side  of 
the  account.  He  remembers  that  he  has 
never  left  a  pot  of  victuals  on  a  forbidden  fire, 
nor  carried  his  purse  on  the  Sabbath-day  a 
distance  of  more  than  four  ells,  nor  asked  a 
Gentile  to  do  work  for  him.  That,  on  the 
contrary,  he  has  always  prepared  his  table, 
and  lighted  his  Sabbath  lamp,  and  pronounced 
the  benediction  ;  or,  in  other  words,  that  he 
has  kept  the  Sabbath  according  to  its  consti- 
tution, and  that,  therefore,  though  he  had 
been  guilty  of  idolatry,  he  shall  obtain  for- 
giveness. Thus  these  rabbinic  precepts  have 
a  direct  tendency  to  mislead  the  multitude,  to 
harden  them  in  sin,  and  thus  to  make  and 
keep  them  unfit  for  that  great  Sabbath,  which 
yet  remains  for  the  people  of  God. 
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That  religion,  which  is  true,  and  has  God 
for  its  author,  is,  like  the  light  of  the  sun,  the 
common  property  of  all  who  will  only  open 
their  eyes,   and  gaze  upon   the  gift  of  God. 
It  is  not  a  religion  for  the  rich  or  the  studious 
only,  but  is  equally  open  to  the  understanding 
and  the  hearts  of  the  poor  aid    unlearned. 
And  therefore  the    Bible  describes  the  hea- 
venly wisdom  thus — "  She  standeth  in    the 
top  of  high  places,  by  the  way  in  the  places  of 
the  paths ;  she  crieth  at  the  gates  at  the  entry 
of  the   city,  at  the   coming  in  at  the  doors  : 
Unto  you,  O  men,  I  call ;  and  my  voice  is  to 
the  sons  of  man.     O  ye  simple,  understand 
wisdom  ;  and  ye  fools,  be  of  an  understanding 
heart."      (Prov.   viii.  2—5.)     And   so  God 
invites  men  of  every  class  by  the  mouth  of 
the  prophet — "  Ho,  every  one  that  thirsteth, 
come  ye  to  the  waters,   and  he  that  hath  no 
money  ;  come  ye,  buy  and  eat ;  yea,   come, 
buy  wine  and  milk  without  money  and  with- 
out price."     (Isai.  Iv.  1.)     Every  religion  of 
man's   making,   presents,    on    the    contrary, 
peculiar  advantages  to  the  rich  and  the  learned. 
It  offers  salvation   either  as   the  purchase  of 
alms-giving,  or   as    the  reward   of   religious 
study,  or    it  makes  religion    so  difficult  and 
intricate  as  to  put  it  out  of  the  poor  labouring 
man's  power  to  acquire  any  competent  know- 
ledge of  its  requirements.     And  any  system 
that  does  so  must  necessarily  be  false.     Reli- 
gion is  as  necessary  to  the  soul  as  day-light  is 
to  the  corporeal  eye ;  and  it  would  be  a  hard 
case,  indeed,   if  the  poor,  who  want  it  most, 
should  be  excluded  from   the  possibility  of 
acquiring  its  consolations  ;  or  if,  in  the  day 
of  judgment,  the  man  who  devotes  his  life  to 
books  should  have  a  better  chance,   than  he 
who  labours  hard  to  get  an  honest  living  for 
himself  and  his  family ;  yet  this  is  ihe  case  with 
the  labouring  classes  of  the  Jews.     The  reli- 
gion of  the  oral  law  has  so  perplexed  even  the 
simplest   commandments,  that   an  unlearned 
man  has  no   chance  of  being    able    to  keep 
them.      If  nothing    more  were  required  for 
salvation  than   the  Rabbinic  sanctification  of 
the  Sabbath-day,  the  majority  of  the  Jewish 
people  must  despair  of  attaining  it  ;  for  the 
accurate  knowledge  of  the  innumerable  pre- 
cepts and  distinctions,  which  is  indispensable 
to  obedience,  requires  time  and  study,  which 
no  labouring  man   can  bestow.     And  we  are 

convinced  that  a  considerable  portion  of  the 


Jewish  population  of  this  city  live  in  con. 
tinual  profanation  of  the  Sabbath-day,  if  the 
Rabbinic  explanations  be  true.  Either  they 
move  something  which  they  ought  not  to 
move,  or  they  carry  something  which  they 
ought  not  to  carry  ;  and,  if  they  do  it  wil- 
fully, render  themselves  liable  to  the  utmost 
severity  of  the  law.  For  instance,  the  rabbles 
have  determined  that  in  one  place  it  is  lawful 
to  move  or  carry  certain  things  on  the  Sabbath- 
day,  but  in  another  place  the  very  same  act 
is  unlawful,  and  calls  down  extreme  punish- 
ment. They  distinguish  between  these  places 
thus — 

•  Dunn  mMJ-n  T^n^n  nvrn  •  nyxh  nvi\zn  !?i-i« 
c^nE'^  nrm«  ^i  ^un  nTO^y  rnmi:  nv^^no  p]'p^'2rf 

i«  '1  b:)  '1  nmT  nTi^r  pios?  'f^n  ]Dt  •  Tjm  inDi 
□'bmm  :  nm«  b^  nm«  inm  ''  mi3  bn  pi  nnv 
Ti«i  •  '"m  pnim  p22  b^  -i^n^n  nvi.n  ]'Z'j:^ri 
man  c«  'b:i  Vtc^t  Tp^b  li?  '"rT\  i^^r^  rn^ri  mt)-i 
>in  •  "jijo  i«  n■^^^2  i«  •  ran  p33  'i  "71^  'i  ln^^  '■> 
"v  'umrr  D'pT^^"'  mnm  «in  ^^"^^  :  r-n^rt  m^i 

c^nD'uQ  '3  mi3  ir^T  n"-in  ^^^^M1  nn  b2^  :  12  pms^ 
i«  c'i^p  ib^c^  □'n-in  nw\  «im  ^p-y'p:^  m^n 
'3  mi3  i>^in  c^T  :  nn^bj?  ]''D^■)-^  ou-i  ]^«\d  n^^^a 
nrr  '1  b'J  '1  im  ^*in  ct^  bbDi  'to  «bi  'o  ii>  ooi 
:  iVuDD  Dipo  ""Ml  ]ii2i2  ninD  mr2'\2 
In  reference  to  the  Sabbath,  places  are  dis. 
tinguished  into  four  sorts  of  jurisdiction.  1st, 
the  private  jurisdiction  ;  2d,  the  public 
jurisdiction;  3d,  the  place  called KartHelith ; 
4th,  the  place  which  is  free. 

By  a  private  jurisdiction  is  meant  a  place 

surrounded  by  walls,  ten  handbreadths  high, 

and  in  which  there  is  a  space   of  four  hand- 

i  breadths  by  four.     But  even  though  it  should 

I  contain  many  miles,  if  it  be  inclosed  for  habi- 

I  taiion,  and  its  gates  be  bolted  at  night,  it  is  a 

!  private  jurisdiction.      A    lodging- place,    an 

!  inclosed  space,  and  a  court,  are  considered  as 

\  in    the   same   class.     And  thus,   also,  a  pit 

1  which    is  ten  handbreadths  deep,  and  whose 

i  breadth  is  four  by  four,  or  more ;  and  a  raised 

i  place  which   is   ten  handbreadths  high,  and 

!  whose  breadth  is  four  by  four.     The  top  of 

the  walls,  also,  by  which  a  private  jurisdiction 

is  surrounded,  and  the  openings  in  them,  are 

considered  as  private  jurisdiction.      The  air 

of  a  private  jurisdiction,  up  to  the  firmament, 
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is  also  considered  ;  and  even  a  vessel  like  a 
chest,  if  it  be  ten  bandbreadths  high,  and  in 
breadth  four  by  four.  A  hollow  vessel,  or  a 
tower,  is  also  considered  as  a  private  jurisdic- 
tion. 

The  term  pnhlic  juiisdiction  includes  roads 
and  streets,  if  their  breadth  be  sixteen  ells  by 
sixteen,  and  they  be  open  from  gate  to  gate,  and 
six  hundred  thousand  persons  pass  thereon.  And 
every  thing  in  a  public  jurisdiction,  which  is 
not  three  handbrcaddis  high,  is  reckoned  as  the 
ground,  and  is  public  jurisdiction  :  even  thorns 
and  filth  upon  which  the  public  does  not  tread. 

But  if  it  be  from  three  to  nine  bandbreadths 
high,  but  not  nine  entirely,  and  its  breadth 
be  four  by  four,  it  is  called  a  Karmclith. 

•'  If  it  be  less,  it  is  called  &.free  jjlacC''''' 
(Orach  Chaiim,  344.) 

Now  it  may  well  be  doubted,  concerning 
many  Jev/s  in  this  city,  whether  they  are 
acquainted  with  even  this  portion  of  the  Sab- 
bath laws,  but  it  is  quite  certain  that  they  are 
ignorant  of  the  innumerable  modes  of  possible 
transgression  which  arise  from  these  distinc- 
tions ;  for  the  oral  law  then  goes  on  to  define 
■what  is  lawful  concerning  each.  In  a  public 
jurisdiction  he  may  move  any  thing  four  tils. 

:  cni  rdi^±  b^y^::  r\"-M  moN  'i  r>  m;^  ci^  "^d 

"  Every  man  has  got  four  ells  within  which 
he  may  move  things."  Or,  as  Rambain 
expresses  it — 

^biDi  rd^'Lb  -imn  ivid  cv'^i  i^n^n   nviji 

"  In  a  private  jurisdiction,  and  in  a  free 
place  it  is  lawful  to  move  things  the  whole 
length  of  the  place,  even  though  the  length  of 
each  should  be  many  miles.  But  in  a  public 
jurisdiction  or  a  Karmelith  things  may  not  be 
moved  more  tl.an  four  ells,"  (Hilchoth 
8habbath,  c.  xxiv.  11.)  Now,  it  may  well 
be  asked,  upcn  what  passage  of  the  law  of 
Moses  these  distinctions  are  grounded,  and 
what  there  is  in  a  public  jurisdiction  which 
conveits  an  act  lawful  in  a  private  jurisdic- 
tion, into  a  sin  to  be  expiated  only  by  stoning 
the  offender  ?  For  instance,  in  a  private  ju- 
risdiction a  man  may  carry  certain  matters 
for  miles  without  violating  the  Sabbath  com- 
mands, but  if  he  venture  out  into  a  public 
jurisdiction  wlih  a  pocket-handkerchief,  or  a 
snuff-box,  or  a  half-crown  in  his  pccket,  and 
carry  it  only  five  tils,  he  is  guilty  of  death  ; 
and  if  the  Talmudists  held  the  reins  of  power, 
would  be  led  out  as  soon  as  the  Sabbath  was 
over,  and  stoned.  Reason  revolts  against 
such  doctrine,  the  act  is  the  very  same  in  both 
cases,  and  is  therefore  in  both  cases  a  sin,  or  in 
both  cases  lawful.  Humanity  shudders  at 
the  thought  of  stoning  a  man  for  carrying  a 
pocket-handkerchief,  and  the  Bible  teaches  us 
that  a  religion,  teaching  such  inexorable  and 


wanton  cruelty,  cannot  be  from  God.  It  is 
true  that  at  present  the  power  of  Christianity 
protects  Israelites  from  such  harsh  treatment; 
but  wherever  the  Talmud  has  any  degree  of 
influence,  Israel  groans  under  its  bondage. 
Many  a  time  have  we  seen  Jews  with  their 
pocket-handkerchief  tied  round  their  knee  like 
a  garter,  for  this  is  lawful,  though  to  carry  it 
in  his  pocket  would  be  a  grave  and  capital 
offence.  And  we  once  knew  an  Israelite  who 
was  taking  a  walk  on  the  Sabbath-day,  and 
being  addressed  by  a  Gentile  beggar,  put  his 
hand  into  his  pocket  and  gave  the  poor  man  a 
small  coin.  He  was  observed  by  some  Tal- 
mudists, who  immediately  attacked  him  for 
his  profanation  of  the  Sabbath.  Afraid  of 
losing  his  character,  and  being  at  that  time 
more  anxious  for  the  praise  of  man  than  that 
which  Cometh  of  God,  he  defended  himself  by 
saying,  that  he  had  unintentionally  taken  out 
the  money  in  his  pocket,  but  had  remembered 
it  when  addressed  by  the  beggar,  and  there- 
fore took  the  opportunity  of  getting  rid  of  that 
which  it  was  not  lawful  to  carry.  The  Tal- 
mudists were  satisfied,  and  their  wrath  changtd 
into  profound  admiration  for  his  piety.  These 
cases  exemplify  the  practical  working  of  the 
Rabbinic  system.  It  burdens  the  consciences 
of  the  sincere,  and  makes  the  unscrupulous 
hypocrites.  It  may  be  replied  that  such 
tliings  could  not  happen  in  England,  and  that 
here  the  Jews  are  too  enlightened  to  observe 
such  distinctions.  But  every  one  who  makes 
this  reply  condemns  inodern  Judaism  as  a 
religion  unfit  for  the  observation  of  the  en- 
lightened, and  if  he  be  a  conscientious  man, 
should  protest  against  doctrines  which  he  be- 
lieves to  be  false,  and  laws  which  he  abhors 
as  cruel.  These  Sabbatic  laws  are  a  part,  an 
essential  part,  of  modern  Judaism.  There  is 
not  any  part  of  the  oral  law  upon  which  Tal- 
mudists lay  m.ore  stress.  The  man,  there- 
fore, who  does  not  observe  them  has  changed 
his  religion.  He  has  got  a  new  faith,  as 
really,  as  if  he  had  been  baptised  and  professed 
Christianity.  Every  Israelite  who  carries  a 
pocket-handkerchief  in  his  pocket  through  the 
streets  of  London  on  the  Sabbath-day,  has 
apostatized  from  that  Jewish  religion,  which 
has  been  professed  for  near  two  thousand 
years,  and  practically  declares  that  the  religion 
of  the  synagogue  is  false.  How  then  can  he, 
without  hypocrisy,  profess  to  believe  in  the 
religion  of  the  Jews  ?  or  how  can  he,  as  an 
honest  man,  uphold  a  system  which  he  re- 
gards as  false,  and  which  would  have  him 
executed  as  a  criminal  if  it  had  the  power  ? 
If  such  persons,  who  live  in  the  habitual 
transgression  of  all  the  Sabbatic  laws,  have 
any  regard  lor  truth  and  for  divine  revelation, 
they  should  openly  declare  their  sentiments, 
announce  to  the  woild  that  they  have  forsaken 
the  religion  of  their  fathers,  and  assert  that 
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i-eligion  which  they  regard  as  true.  The 
blindest  and  most  bigoted  Talmudist  is  a  far 
more  respectable  man,  and  more  acceptable  in 
the  sight  of  God,  than  he  wha  pretends  to 
profess  a  religion  in  v^hich  he  does  not  believe, 
and  whose  precepts  he  regards  as  fanatical 
and  superstitious. 

But  to  return.  From  the  above  laws  it 
appears  that  it  is  a  sin  to  carry  any  thing  in  a 
public  jurisdiction  a  distance  of  more  than 
four  ells.  But  suppose,  then,  that  there  was 
something  which  the  Talmudists  might  find 
it  convenient  or  desirable  to  move  to  a  greater 
distance,  is  there  no  provision  to  effect  its 
conveyance?  Yes.  These  scrupulous  per- 
sons, who  would  stone  a  man  to  death  for 
carrying  any  thing  five  ells,  have  an  expedient 
for  conveying  it  a  hundred  miles  if  necessary. 
Dmrr  nvdj-io  vcnrr  '^^\^^Jb  Diw"?  nmo  "^y^b 
'ran'?  ■nnm  vmot<  'i  "]^n3  i'7i\^uj  ran"?  "cn^bi 

1  "["inn  ^'^i^  ^2b':JT2''  i^b  in«  by^  rf'in  fvo 

"  Therefore  it  is  lawful  for  a  man  to  move 
a  matter  from  the  public  jurisdiction,  and  to 
give  it  to  his  neighbour,  who  is  within  a 
distance  of  four  ells  ;  and  his  neighbour  to  his 
neighbour  again,  and  so  on,  even  tor  a  hundred 
miles.  For  although  the  tlung  itself  go  many 
miles,  each  person  lias  only  moved  it  his  four 
ells."  (Orach  Ciiaiim,  348.)  We  have 
often  heard  of  the  wonderful  eifects  of  division 
of  labour,  but  never  knew  before  that  it  could 
convert  a  caphal  offence  into  an  innocent  em- 
ployment. Surely  it  is  not  necessary  to  prove 
that  if  it  be  unlawful  for  one  person  to  do  a 
particular  act,  it  is  equally  unlawful  for  a 
hundred  persons  to  combine  for  its  perform- 
ance. This  law  really  has  more  the  appear- 
ance of  a  caricature  devised  by  some  enemy 
of  the  oral  law,  than  the  grave  decision  of 
religious  men  in  a  matter  of  life  and  death. 
But  if  we  examine  a  little  further,  we  shall 
find  that  it  is  unlawful  to  move  this  same 
thing,  whatever  it  be,  from  one  jurisdiction  to 
another,  though  that  other  be  close  at  hand. 

D^:3n'7  i«  Duin  nwi:  in  tu'ti  mcib  rroDD 

"  As  it  is  unlawful  to  move  any  thing  in 
the  place  called  Karmelith,  so  it  is  unlawful 
to  carry  any  thing  out  of  it  into  a  public  or 
private  jurisdiction,  or,  vice  versa,  to  introduce 
any  thing  from  either  of  these  into  the  Kar- 
melith. But  if  any  one  does  either  he  is  not 
guilty,"  that  is,  he  is  only  to  get  a  flogging, 
but  not  to  be  stoned.  An  unlearned  man 
who  had  already  seen  something  conveyed  by 
the  above  expedient  might  easily  be  led  to 
commit  an  offence  of  this  kind.  His  untutored 
mind  might  not  perceive  why  the  one  should 
be  sinful,  if  the  other  was  lawful,  but  such  an 


assertion  of  common  sense  would  draAV  down  cer= 
tain  chastisement.  At  all  events,  he  might  be 
tempted  to  put  his  head  from  one  jurisdiction 
into  another,  especially  if  he  was  standing  in 
the  street,  and  was  offered  a  drink  by  a  friend 
in  a  house,  he  might  put  his  head  into  the 
window  and  take  what  was  offered,  but  would 
soon  find,  to  his  cost,  that  he  had  broken  one 
of  the  Sabbatic  laws. 

rrnujn  T^!'^b  VsTn-i  n^^vi  ^rf'-ii  m^  nor'  ab 
D^p•ob  im-n  VvrNi  D'33'  p  dn  n\s'  xdc\n  in  n>»D 
"iDN  n^ort  "i'?n'7  "|n^'  ^"''^^  P'^"'  '^^'^^  ^'^^'^ 
'rT"-i2  ':mi>b  imo  "^ix  v'^n  ch't  nq-o?  y^Vir^ 

"  A  man  may  not  stand  in  a  private  ju- 
risdiction, and  put  forth  his  hand  into  a  pub- 
lic jurisdiction,  and  then  drink,  or  vice  verf^a. 
But  if  he  does  so,  let  him  introduce  his  head 
and  most  of  his  body  into  the  place  in  which 
he  drinks,  for  as  he  wants  tlie  water,  we  fear 
lest  he  should  take  it  to  himself  (into  the  place 
where  he  is  standing).  But  it  is  lawful  to 
stand  in  a  private  or  public  jurisdiction  ainl 
drink  in  that  which  is  called  Karmelith," 
(Orach  Chaiim,  349.)  It  is  evident  that  no 
unlearned  man  can  stand  a  fair  chance  with 
laws  like  these.  He  cculd  not  hope  even  to 
escape  corporal  punishment.  But  if  the  accu- 
rate observance  of  such  laws  was  the  condition 
of  salvation,  he  would  have  reason  to  despair. 
The  most  honest  desire  to  yield  obedience  and 
the  utmost  extrtion  of  his  understanding  will 
not  help  him,  nor  compensate  for  his  igno- 
rance. If  for  instance  he  should  conclude, 
because  it  is  unlawful  for  himself  to  have  his 
head  in  one  jurisdiction  and  his  body  in 
another  whilst  he  is  drinking,  that  it  would  be 
equally  unlawful  for  cattle  in  the  same  predi- 
cament to  get  food,  he  would  be  mistaken. 
paiN  D':t2  rr^n-)-)  yim  nm  nn^ntz?  nona 

:  nniN 
"  A  beast  that  has  got  most  of  its  body 
outside,  and  its  head  inside,  may  be  fed." 
And  if  he  should  take  this  as  the  general 
rule  of  his  conduct,  he  would  be  mistaken 
again,  for  long-necked  animals  form  an  ex- 
ception. 

iiNi:?!  ^Nin  n^iDi  im-n  m\si  Nn'\u  i^  brll^^ 

:"f"i"!N 
"  But  in  the  case  of  the  camel,  he  must 
have  his  head  and  most  of  his  body  inside, 
because  his  neck  is  long."  (Hilchoth  Shabbath, 
c.  XXV.  1.)  And  so  with  endless  cases  which 
arise  from  this  one  distinction  of  places  into 
four  classes.  Judaism  is  in  all  its  parts  a 
religion  for  the  studious,  and  for  them  only. 
For  an  unlearned  man  to  keep  the  Sabbath, 
as  the  oral  law  requires,  is  absolutely  impos- 
sible. And  after  all,  what  good  does  it 
bestow  upon  those  who  spend  their  life  in  the 
study  ?  Does  it  improve  the  heart,  or  open 
more  abundant  views  of  the  Divine  mercy,  or 
fill   the   soul  with   love   to   man  ?     That   it 


120 


sharpens  the  wit  and  subtlety,  we  do  not  doubt, 
but  that  is  but  small  profit  to  man  in  ge- 
neral. The  criminal  law  of  any  country  will 
do  the  same,  and  in  truth  the  oral  law  is  very 
little  more  than  the  Rabbinical  criminal  code. 
Its  great  subject  is  guihy  and  not  guilty. 
And  even  in  this  it  does  not  address  itself  to 
the  conscience,  and  lead  a  man  to  consider  the 
workings  of  the  heart  and  the  wanderings  of 
the  thought,  and  show  him  sin  at  its  fountain- 
head.  It  is  a  mere  dry  detail  of  external  ob- 
servances, as  may  be  seen  from  the  numerous 
specimens  adduced  in  these  papers,  and  as 
might  be  shown  more  fully  by  translating  the 
whole.  If  real  devout  feeling  and  improve- 
ment of  the  heart  in  the  fear  of  God  aiul  the 
love  of  man  be  true  religion,  we  might  expect 
it,  if  any  where,  in  the  Sabbath  laws.  The 
Sabbath  is  that  holy  day  which  God  has  set 
apart  to  raise  men's  thoughts  from  earth  to 
heaven.  It  is  that  period  of  sacred  relaxation 
on  which  even  the  poor  and  the  unlearned 
may  lay  aside  their  worldly  cares  and  occu- 
pations, and  meditate  upon  the  love  and  will 
of  God,  and  that  eternity  to  which  he  is 
hastening.  In  the  laws,  then,  respecting  the 
observance  of  this  day,  we  might  naturally 
expect  the  spirit  of  devotion  to  be  manifested, 
but  in  the  oral  law  we  look  in  vain  for  any 
thing  of  the  kind.  Its  directions  about  the 
Sabbath  are  one  continued  dry  detail  of  ex- 
ternal observances,  which  to  a  conscientious 
man  acquainted  with  them  must  constitute  a 
load  upon  his  conscience,  sufficient  to  make 
the  Sabbath  the  most  unhappy  day  of  all  the 
seven.  But  as  to  the  poor  and  labouring 
classes,  who  have  no  time  for  study,  it  is 
impossible  that  they  should  know,  and  much 
more  that  they  should  keep,  all  that  is  neces- 
sary for  the  right  observation  of  the  Rabbinic 
Sabbath.  If  therefore  the  oral  law  were  true, 
the  poor  must  lose  a  large  portion  of  the  bless- 
ings, and  even  be  in  danger  of  perdition. 
Nay,  if  it  be  true,  then  we  must  believe  that 
God  has  given  a  religion  impossible  to  be  ob- 
served by  the  poor,  and  offering  great  ad- 
vantages to  the  rich  and  learned,  that  is,  that 
He  is  a  respecter  of  persons,  though  JMoses 
and  the  prophets  teach  the  contrary.  But  we 
would  ask  our  readers,  what  use  is  it  to  them 
to  profess  a  religion  of  which  they  can  never 
attain  a  competent  knowledge  ?  We  venture 
to  aflirm  that  the  majority  of  Israelites  do  not 
know  enough  of  the  oral  law  to  help  them  to 


keep  the  Sabbath,  much  less  to  observe  the 
six  hundred  and  thirteen  coinmandments  ;  can 
it  be  said  then  that  they  possess  a  religion 
with  which  they  are  not  acquainted  ?  If  the 
knowledge  and  practice  of  the  oral  law  be  ne- 
cessary to  constitute  a  true  Jew,  ninety-nine 
out  of  every  hundred  must  give  up  their  claims 
to  the  Jewish  name.  But  then  what  is  to 
become  of  the  Jewesses,  who  are  not  even  ob- 
ligated to  learn  ?  Every  rabbi  will  be  willing 
to  confess  that  the  women  at  least  are  igno- 
rant of  the  oral  law.  Can  they  then  have  a 
portion  in  the  world  to  come?  If  the  know- 
ledge and  practice  of  the  oral  law  be  necessary 
to  salvation,  they  cannot.  But  if  they  can  be 
saved  without  it,  then  it  follows  that  God 
has  given  a  law,  the  knowledge  of  which  is  not 
necessary  to  salvation.  Let  every  Jew  ask 
himself  this  question,  Am  I  acquainted  with 
all  the  precepts  of  the  oral  law  ?  If  not,  can 
I  be  saved  without  this  knowledge  ?  If  I 
cannot,  then  the  Jewish  religion  is  one  which 
makes  it  impossible  for  the  poor  to  be  saved. 
If  I  can,  then  the  Jewish  religion  is  of  no  real 
use,  for  I  can  be  saved  even  without  knowing 
it.  Such  a  religion  cannot  be  from  God. 
His  religion  is  necessary  to  be  known  by 
every  man,  woman,  and  child  in  the  world, 
and  the  knowledge  of  it  is  just  as  easy  to  be 
acquired  by  the  poor  and  unlearned  as  by  the 
rich  and  studious.  Let  then  the  poor  and 
the  unlearned  consider  the  folly  of  professing 
a  religion,  with  which  they  can  never  hope  to 
become  acquainted,  and  let  them  return  to  the 
religion  of  Moses  and  the  prophets,  which, 
by  the  help  of  the  God  of  Israel,  every  one 
can  understand,  at  least  so  far  as  is  necessary 
to  salvation.  The  Bible,  like  every  thing 
that  has  God  for  its  author,  has  beauties  dis- 
coverable by  the  eye  of  the  poor,  at  the  same 
time  that  it  has  perfections  to  exercise  the 
observation  and  skill  of  the  most  learned. 
And  this  holy  book  is  the  heritage  of  Israel, 
which  the  oral  law  can  never  be.  The  oral 
law  may  be  the  heritage  and  religion  of  the 
rabbies  who  know  it,  but  it  has  no  more  to  do 
with  the  religion  of  those  who  know  it  not, 
than  the  laws  of  the  Chinese.  The  great 
I  majority  of  the  Jewish  people  might  just  as 
well  call  themselves  followers  of  Confucius. 
No  man  can  be  said  to  -believe  in  doctrines 
,  which  he  docs  not  know,  and  can  never  hope 
,  to  know  :  and  this  is  the  case  with  nine-tenths 
of  the  oral  law. 
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It  is  a  fact,  that  the  religion  of  the  oral 
law  has  hitherto  done  but  little  to  promote 
the  temporal  welfare  of  the  Jewish  people, 
and  it  is  equally  certain  tliat,  if  supreme,  it 
would  destroy  the  happiness  both  of  Jews  and 
Gentiles.  Its  endless  definitioiis  would  neces- 
sarily produce  transgression.  Its  s.^verity  and 
readiness  in  excommunicaiion  would  be  the 
source  of  constant  trouble  to  individuals  and 
families,  and  the  sanguinary  spirit  of  its 
criminal  code  would  make  the  Jews  a  nation 
of  mourners.  Indeed,  we  seriously  doubt, 
whether  any  but  a  few  fanatics,  wish  to  see 
the  oral  law  vested  with  supreme  power,  and 
ruling  over  the  lives  and  properties  of  the 
Jewish  nation.  Every  reflecting  Israelite 
must  know  that  the  Sanhedrin,  wielding  the 
absolute  power  ascribed  to  it  in  the  rabbinic 
traditions,  would  be  the  most  oppressive  tri- 
bunal that  ever  lorded  it  over  the  consciences 
of  men.  But  we  must  remember  that  it  would 
not  be  with  the  Sanhedrin  and  other  tribunals 
alone,  that  the  Israelites  would  have  to  do. 
Every  rabbi,  and  every  disciple  of  a  wise 
man,  would  have  the  right  of  excommuni- 
eating  any  one  who  oifended  them.  After  de- 
termining that  the  tribunals  can  and  ought 
in  certain  cases  to  excommunicate,  the  oral 
law  adds — 
TDpmu  pxn  cvb  ^']^1^:2b  m:o  loi'r  D^nn  pi 

]n\-iQi  -iibuj  ]^s'2  D^nn  no  d^i  •  D:^r]rf  nx  nin'^n 
nw^Tf  im:  biJ^^  ib  b^n'ob  n::nr(  r^:i^  d«t  •  ib 

:  "nu 
"  And  in  like  manner  the  wise  man  himself 
may,  on  account  of  his  honour,  excommuni- 
cate an  unlearned  in  an  who  has  treated  him 
with  contumely,  and  there  is  no  need  of  wit- 
nesses nor  admonition.  And  the  excommu- 
nicate person  is  not  to  be  absolved  until  he 
apptase  the  wise  man.  But  if  the  wise  man 
die,  three  persons  come  and  absolve  him.  If, 
however,  the  wise  man  v/ish  to  pardon,  and 
not  excommunicate  him,  the  power  is  in  his 
own  hand."  (Hilchoth  Talmud  Torah, 
c.  vi.  12.)  From  this  law  we  see  that  the 
restoration  of  Rabbinic  power  would  be  the 
most  oppressive  system  of  government  ever 
devised.  Every  learned  man  would  be  a  petty 
tyrant,  constituting  both  judge  and  jary  in 
his  own  person,  and  able,  at  his  own  caprice, 
to  inflict  a  severe  punishment.  The  most 
absolute  aristocracy  of  the  feudal  times  never 


dared  to  assume  or  exercise  a  power  so  mon- 
strous and  so  oppressive.  No  priesthood, 
even  in  the  darkest  times,  ever  claimed  such 
personal  authority  as  is  here  given  to  every 
individual  rabbi.  It  is  true  that  he  may,  if 
he  please,  forgive  the  unfortunate  offender, 
but  it  is  much  to  be  feared  that  such  absolute 
power  would  in  most  cases  be  too  strong  a 
temptation  to  the  frail  sons  of  men.  And  at 
all  events  the  principle  is  utterly  inconsistent 
with  wise  legislation,  and  most  dangerous  to 
the  liberty  of  the  poor  and  unlearned  ;  for  the 
reader  will  observe  that  it  is  only  an  unlearned 
man,  an  "  am-haaretz,"  who  may  be  dealt  with 
in  this  summary  manner.  And  this  is  another 
proof  that  the  religion  of  the  oral  law  is  a  re- 
ligion devised  for  the  advantage  of  the  rich 
and  learned,  but  regardless  of  the  spiritual 
and  temporal  welfare  of  the  lower  classes. 
For  the  learned  and  the  great  the  law  is  very 
different — 

n-rii?  p  □{<<  xbj"?  •  n'wb  ^^'cniDi  ini«   |n:D 
nix-:::n  -i«\d  ^?'^nu?D  bn«  •  mom  '^n^  p  Drn"i'D 
Di  to:di  Dvn  n7u,oi  lo^?:"*!)  .  nrosi  im«  ypbrD 
'  nb^bD  inD3  bu}D\D  >D  b'j  t]ii  n^b  -[oj?  xo3 
DDH  T72bD  Vd  pi  •  ^n>3i  n-ci  -inDH  ^b  onoixi 
:  ninoi  inn'-^i  y>iDpb  yi  n'lb  iioh?  'n>3  i"nn:Mj 
"  A  wise  man,  old  in  wisdom,  or  a  prince, 
or  a  president  of  a  tribunal,   who  has  sinned, 
is   never    to    be    excommunicated    publicly, 
unless  he  have  done  as  Jeroboam,  the  son  of 
Nebat,  and  his  companions.     But  when  he 
commits  other  sins,  he  is  to  be  flogged  in  pri- 
vate.    For  it  is  said,  '  Therefore  shah  thou 
fall  in  the  day,  and  the  prophet  also  shall  fall 
with  thee  in  the  night.'    (Hos.  iv.  5.)  i.  e., 
although  the  fall  cover  him  as  it  were  with  the 
night.     And  they  say  to  him,   '  Honour  thy- 
self,   and    abide    in    thy    house.'     (2    Kings 
xiv.  10.)     In  like   manner,   when  a  disciple 
of  a  wise  man  makes  himself  guilty  of  excom- 
munication, it  is  unlawful  for  the  tribunal  to 
be    too   quick,    and   to   excommunicate   him 
hastily."  (Ibid,  c.  vii.  1.)     The  rabbles  have 
endeavoured  to  justify  this  different  legislation 
for  the  learned  and   unlearned  by  a  verse  of 
the  Bible,  but  their  interpretation  of  that  verse 
is  quite  erroneous.   When  God  says,  "There- 
fore shalt  thou  fall  in  the  day,  and  the  prophet 
also  shall  fall  viih  thee  in  the  night,"  he  is  not 
;  speaking  of  the  learned  and  unkarncd,  nor  of 
\  the  different  way  in  which  their  sins  weie  to 
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be  punished,  but  of  the  destruction  which  was 
coming  upon  Israel,  as  may  be  seen  in 
Kimchi's  Commentary.  He  interprets  the 
verse  thus — 

'■•\r>   u.n\D  t^inn  cm  'ii^nr^  cvi  in  >d«  mm 

Di«n  iD3  "JD3?  b'^y  -]DMi  ni\~iDn  -ip-vun  «'i3  'T})') 
:  v/n  pT  O'lunn  r^b'bl  ^M)32 

"  Therefore  shall  thou  stumble  in  the  day.'''' 
This  refers  to  Israel,  and  means  on  account  of 
thy  deeds  thou  shalt  stumble  and  fall.  This 
day  ;  that  is,  in  this  time  ;  thy  fall  shall  soon 
come.  And  so  we  read,  '•  Then  my  anger 
shall  be  kindled  against  them  in  that  day." 
(Deut.  xxxi.  17.)  And  again,  "  In  that  day 
there  shall  bearoot  of  Jesse"  (Isaiah  xi.  10), 
where  day  means  time  and  period.  And  the 
prophet  also  shall  fall  with  thee  in  the  night, 
that  is,  the  false  prophet  who  deceiveth  thee 
shall  stumble  with  thee,  as  men  stumble  in 
the  night  iii  darkness,  and  so  the  Targum  of 
Jonathan  has  it.  (^Kimchi.  Comment,  in  Hos. 
iv.  5.)  Kimchi  and  Jonathan,  then,  both 
testify  that  the  oral  law  gives  a  false  interpre- 
tation  of  this  verse.  This  is  in  itself  rather 
awkward  for  a  law  that  professes  to  have  been 
given  by  God,  but  still  more  so  when  it  is 
made  the  br.sis  of  most  unjust  and  partial 
legislation,  to  save  the  learned  from  the 
punishment  which  an  unk-arned  man  would 
have  in  similar  circumstances  to  suffer.  No 
one  can  deny  that  the  learned  and  unlearned 
are  here  placed  on  very  unequal  terms.  If  an 
unlearned  man  provoke  a  rabbi,  he  may  be 
excommunicated  by  that  individual  without 
either  judge  or  jury,  or  even  the  form  of  a  trial. 
But  if  a  learntd  man  makes  himself  liable  to 
the  same  punishment,  even  a  court  of  justice 
has  not  the  power  to  pronounce  the  sentence. 
Who  can  doubt  that  the  rabbies  made  these 
laws  for  their  own  convenience  ?  Can  any 
one  believe  that  God  has  given  this  law, 
which  makes  the  learned  a  privileged  class  of 
persons,  who,  though  guilty  of  the  same 
offence  as  the  working  chisses,  is  to  be  spared, 
whilst  they  are  to  be  punished  ?  God  is  no 
respecter  of  persons,  and  therefore  no  such  law 
can  be  from  liim. 

The  extreme  injustice  of  this  mode  of  legis- 
lation will  appear  still  more  from  considering 
the  nature  of  the  punishment. 
^--jmi^ri    lo^Ji-i  rTn:'2n  :i^r^y'^o  arenn  inn 

•  im>3  >?o'  bj  ^2t^2  DnD7i  -iCDb  mD«  mion  •  1^2? 

•  -iDiici  -\:5'©:i  •  ^b  p'])n^  D'lnKb  i<"in  nsT©  bnx 
linx  b^$  p«  \T[-'Z'o')  •[^nbi^"'  ]n  n^a  vin^i  no  c^^i 

nw  ]'ibo  fK"!  ini«  ^n^cco  ]>^\r)  noiS  yy^  fi>?"i 

cnnN  cv  D'Wiu  nir*  •  rr^y^o  ^T\Mi  ]n;D  ^ynTib 


"  How  is  an  excommunicate  pereon  to  con- 
duct himself,  and  how  are  others  to  conduct 
themselves  towards  him  ?  It  is  unlawful  for 
an  excommunicate  person,  as  for  a  mourner,  to 
trim  his  beard  or  hair,  or  to  wash  all  the  days 
of  his  excommunication  ;  neither  is  he  to  be 
associated  in  pronouncing  the  benedictions  ; 
neither  is  he  to  be  reckoned  as  one  of  ten, 
wherever  ten  persons  are  required ;  neither 
may  any  one  sit  within  four  ells  of  him.  He 
may  however  teach  others  and  be  taught. 
He  may  hire  and  be  hired.  But  if  he  die  in 
his  excommunication,  the  tribunal  send  and 
lay  a  stone  upon  his  ccfhn  to  signify  that 
they  stone  him  because  he  is  separated  from 
the  congregation.  And  it  is  unnecessary  to 
say  that  he  is  not  to  be  mourned  for,  and  that 
his  funeral  is  not  to  be  attended Who- 
soever remains  thirty  days  in  his  excommuni- 
cation without  seeking  to  be  absolved,  is  to  be 
excommunicated  a  second  time.  If  he  abide 
thirty  days  more  without  seeking  absolution, 
he  is  then  to  be  anathematized."  (Hilchoth 
Talmud  Torah,  ibid.)  This,  then,  is  the 
punishment  which  a  learned  man  has  it  in 
his  power  to  inflict  at  will.  He  may  deprive 
him  of  the  comforts  of  cleanliness  and  perhaps 
injure  his  health.  He  may  hold  him  up  to 
the  public  scorn  by  separating  him  by  four 
ells  from  all  decent  people.  He  may  heap 
obloquy  upon  his  death  and  deprive  him  of  a 
respectful  burial,  or  if  the  man  survive  under 
the  public  contempt,  and  refuse  to  give  the 
Rabbi  satisfaction,  he  will  be  anath.ematized, 
and  his  prospects  for  this  world,  at  least,  irre- 
trievably ruined.  The  law  respecting  the 
anathematized  person  is  this:  — 

pyi22  ''Cii^  "iD'©3  i:'i^i  •  TnD'?n  m-^''  abw  lajJi'-b 

"IDS'  i^pDiTin  ]\^T  •  mi-  ]-:r,v^  ^\s'Oi3  'j^ki  •  ^b 

:  inc:-ii)  '12  per  •c.i^y^  i^bx 

"He  is  not  to  teach  others  nor  to  be 
taught,  but  may  learn  by  himself  that  he  may 
not  forget  his  learning.  He  is  not  to  be 
hired,  nor  to  hire.  Men  may  have  no  deal- 
ings with  bin),  nor  any  business  except  a 
little  that  he  may  get  a  livelihood."  Now 
then  suppose  that  an  unlearned  man  does  or 
says  something,  wliich  a  rabbi  interprets  as 
contempt,  he  is  first  excommunicated.  If,  in 
the  consciousness  of  innocence,  he  refuses  to 
ask  for  the  rabbi's  forgiveness,  he  is  at  last 
anathematized,  and  all  his  business  stopped, 
and  all  this  is  done  to  him  because  he  is  an 
unlearned  man.  He  is  himself  to  be  dis- 
honoured, his  business  ruined,  and  he  himself 
to  die  of  a  broken  heart,  not  because  he  has 
committed  some  grievous  crime,  but  because 
he  has  been  wanting  in  respect  either  to  the 
rabbi's  person  or  his  words.  The  most 
absolute  autocrat  never  made  a  law  rhore 
despotic. 

But  some  one  will  say,  that  the  rabbi  has 
the  power  of  forgiving  if  he  please,  and  that 
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the  oral  law  recommends  him  to  do  so.  It  is 
true  that  if  the  affront  be  given  in  private  he 
has  this  power,  and  is  told  to  forgive,  but  not 
so  if  it  be  offered  in  public,  he  has  then  no 
choice.  He  is  bound  to  excommunicate  the 
offender.  That  we  may  not  appear  to  act 
unfairly,  we  will  give  the  whole  passage  :  — 
"i:\^  ^^l^^}'2b  T\)-\:b  c^nb  nv«m  •ttj^^u  'D  b^  r|« 

|nn  ":«  ^■^T\''  ^vii  cnain  b'21  dj  in^Dni  rro'^Mi 
D^miDi  r|nnQ7  cbmn^ri  k'^w  "iu"  i^"?!  priuo  p\^"i 

noi  •  ni  -jr?  ^iki->d  d^odh  n^Gbn  re:  od-ii  a^r^  tit 

17  "no.y  x^omDi  ciK  iDnn  ix  ^m2•:)  con  n^ro'-pn 
Nbx  rmn  ]VV2  nr^  ir)2?D  :nD  c«i  mmd  Vj?  "jinQ':" 
:  n^'no  i^od  ^rp^"^  i^  ''^"'^^^  inn  Tz^2^  cpi^ 
•'  Although  a  wise  man  has  the  power  to 
excommunicate  on  account  of  his  honour,  yet 
it  is  not  to  be  praised  in  the  diiciple  of  a  wise 
man  who  does  so.  On  the  contrary  he  ought 
to  shut  his  ears  against  the  words  of  an  un- 
learned man  (am-haaretz),  and  not  to  atcend 
to  then),  according  as  Solomon  has  said  in 
his  wisdom,  '  Take  no  heed  to  all  the  things 
that  are  spoken.'  (Eccles.  vii.  21.)  Andsuch 
was  the  custom  of  the  saints  of  old,  who  heard 
their  reviling,  but  did  not  answer ;  and  not 
only  so,  but  they  pardoned  the  reviler,  and 
forgave  him.  The  greatest  of  the  wise  men 
used  to  glory  in  their  good  deeds,  and  say, 
that  they  had  never  excommunicated  nor 
anathematized  any  man  on  account  of  their 
honour,  and  this  is  the  way  in  which  the  dis- 
ciples of  the  wise  men  ought  to  walk.  In 
what  cases  is  this  to  be  applied  ?  When  they 
have  been  despised  or  reviled  in  secret.  But 
if  the  disciple  of  a  wise  man  he  despised  or 
reviled  by  any  viaii  puUicly^  it  is  unhnvful 
for  him  to  forgive  any  affront  to  his  lionour^ 
and  if  he  forgive,  he  is  to  be  punished,  for 
this  is  a  contcmp)t  of  the  laxv.  He  is,  on  the 
contrary,  to  avenge  and  keep  the  thing  in 
mind,  like  a  serpent,  nntil  the  offender  entreat 
to  be  forgivenr  (Ibid,  c.  yii.  13.)  The 
great  object  of  these  lav/s  is  plainly  to  uphold 
the  power  and  dignity  of  the  rabbies,  and  to 
make  it  impossible  fur  the  people  to  shake  off" 
their  yoke.  The  care  which  is  taken  to 
punish  every  offence  against  the  wise  men 
betrays  a  lurking  consciousness  of  error,  and 
a  fear  lest  the  common  people  should  compare 
their  precepts  with  Scripture,  assert  the  plain 
unsophisticated  truth,  and  thus  shake  off  the 
galling  chains  of  Rabbinism.  To  prevent  this, 
the  very  first  semblance  of  disobedience  is  to 
be  punished  with  excommunication.  But  for 
the  poor  and  unlearned,  if  insulted  by  a  learned 
man,  there  is  no  satisfaction,  lie  cannot 
thunder  out  an  excommunication  or  an  ana- 


thema in  return.  For  him  the  oral  law  makes 
no  provision,  except  for  his  punishment,  [f 
Judaism,  therefore,  should  ever  attain  the  su- 
preme power,  the  working  and  unlearned 
classes  will  be  placed  in  the  power  and  at  the 
mercy  of  the  learned,  and  every  disciple  of  a 
wise  mau  will  wield  the  absolute  power  of  an 
autocrat. 

But  some  one  may  say,  that  if  the  disciple 
of  a  wise  man  should  excommunicate  any  one 
hastily  that  the  people  would  not  regard  his 
excommunication.  But  if  they  did  not,  they 
would  do  it  at  their  peril,  for  the  oral  law 
expressly  declares  that  they  are  bound  to  ob- 
serve the  exco;Timunication  not  only  of  a  rabbi, 
but  of  one  of  his  disciples. 

^iiD  11  :>in:'7  |U"-  VTo'^n  b2  nii3"?  m:-©  nn 
nn  |\^  ^'o^v  ninDb  m^ri)  i^nbn  '?n«  •  mii>Di 
:  'Ti:  11  :nrr:^  /'-I'^rr  cyn  b2  bi«  ■■113 11  y\r\i^  i^''n 
"  When  a  rabbi  excommunicates  on  ac- 
count of  his  honour,  all  his  disciples  are 
bound  to  treat  the  excommunicate  person  as 
such.  But  when  a  disciple  excommunicates 
on  account  of  his  own  honour,  the  rabbi  is  not 
bound  to  treat  that  person  as  excommunicate, 
but  all  the  people  are  bound."  (Ibid,  c.  vi.  13.) 
Nothing  can  more  clearly  prove  the  injustice 
of  such  excommunication.  If  the  rabbi  be 
not  bound  to  regard  the  disciples'  excommu. 
nication,  why  should  all  the  people  be  bound? 
If  the  offence  committed  against  the  disciple 
be  a  sin  before  God,  and  such  it  ought  to  be 
to  require  such  severe  punishment,  the  ex- 
communication ought  to  be  as  binding  upon 
the  rabbi  as  upon  the  people.  But  if  it  be 
not  binding  upon  the  rabbi,  then  the  offence 
for  which  it  was  inflicted  cannot  be  a  sin  in 
the  sight  of  God,  it  is  therefore  an  arbitrary 
and  unjust  punishment,  and  it  is  both  wicked 
and  cruel  to  require  the  people  to  obey  it. 
But  the  principle  itself  is  monstrous,  that  the 
disciple  of  a  rabbi  should  be  constituted  both 
judge  and  jury  in  his  own  case,  and  have  the 
power  of  lording  it  over  those,  whose  circum- 
stances do  not  permit  them  to  devote  their 
time  to  study,  and  who,  therefore,  cannot  be 
enrolled  in  the  privileged  class.  Just  suppose 
that  the  clergy  of  this  land,  or  the  professors 
and  students  at  our  Universities,  were  to  claim 
such  power,  and  to  excomm.unicate  and  ana- 
thematize all  who  treated  them  with  disre- 
spect, and  that  without  any  trial  or  conviction 
before  a  legal  tribunal,  and  that  the  unfortu- 
nate victims  were  to  be  separated  from  society, 
ruined,  and  then  their  dead  bodies  treated 
with  dishonour,  would  not  this  be  regarded  as 
a  monstrous  and  insupportable  tyranny  ?  Yet 
this  is  what  the  oral  law  claims  for  the  rabbies 
and  their  disciples,  and  what  they  would 
possess  and  exercise  if  Judaism  ever  attains  to 
supreme  power.  Would  the  Jews  wish  such 
a  power  established  ?  Do  they  desire  to  live 
under  such  a  government  ?     If  they  do  not,  if 
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they  prefer  the  personal  liberty  and  the  even- 
handed  justice  secured  to  them  by  Christian 
laws,  then  they  confess  that  the  Christian 
principles  are  better  than  those  of  their  own 
religion,  and  they  must  be  charged  with  in- 
consistency in  professing  and  asserting  the 
truth  of  a  religion,  which  they  hope  may  never 
triumph.  Every  man  who  believes  his  reli- 
gious principles  to  be  Divine,  must  wish  that 
they  should  triumph,  and  that  they  should 
have  free  scope  for  their  development.  Any 
man  who  drtads  the  triumph  of  his  religion 
must  have  secret  misgivings  that  it  is  false. 
We  therefore  ask  every  Jew  whether  he  de- 
sires that  the  oral  law  should  attain  that  ab- 
solute power  which  it  claims,  and  that  every 
rabbi  and  his  disciples  should  have  the  power 
of  excommunicating  and  anathematizing  all 
•who  affront  them  ?  One  of  the  m.ost  perfect 
tests  of  a  religion,  is  to  consider  what  would 
be  its  effects  if  supreme.  At  present  there  are 
various  systems  of  religion  in  the  world,  some 
of  which,  as  directly  contradicting  others,  must 
be  decidedly  false.  The  hope  of  all  reflecting 
men  is,  that  the  truth  will  ultimately  triumph, 
that  God  himself  will  at  last  interpose,  and 
establish  the  dominion  of  truth  and  eradicate  all 
error.  Each  hopes  that  his  own  system  will  then 
prevail,  but  let  him  follow  out  that  system,  and 
see  how  it  will  work,  when  all  resistance  shall 
be  vain.  Let  the  Jews  calmly  consider  the 
state  of  things,  when  the  rabbles  and  their 
disciples  shall  be  masters  of  the  world,  as  they 
must  one  day  be,  if  Judaism  be  true.  The 
unlearned  will  then  be  completely  at  their 
mercy,  their  servants  and  their  bondmen. 
Will  this  be  a  happy  condition,  or  is  this 
state  of  things  desirable  ?  In  the  first  place, 
there  will  be  no  personal  liberty.  Any  man 
who  may  chance  to  differ  from  a  rabbi,  and 
treat  him  with  disrespect,  will  immediately  be 
excommunicated.  In  the  second  place,  there 
■will  be  no  liberty  of  conscience  or  of  thought. 
Everyman  must  then  let  the  rabbits  think  for 
him,  and  he  must  be  content  to  receive  their 
decisions  without  any  appeal.  The  body  will 
scarcely  have  the  appearance  of  being  free, 
and  the  intellect  will  be  bound  in  fetters  of 
adamant  It  will  no  doubt  be  a  glorious 
period  for  the  wise  men  and  their  disciples, 
but  they  will  always  form  a  small  minority, 
compared  with  the  bulk  of  mankind.  The 
majority  of  Israel,  not  now  to  speak  of  the 
Gentiles,  will  then  be  degraded  into  poor, 
crouching,  submissive  servants  of  the  learned, 
afraid  to  use  their  reason,  and  always  having 
the  fear  and  dread  of  excommunication  before 


their  eyes.  Do'they  then  honestly  wish  for  such 
a  state  of  things,  to  be  tied  hand  and  foot,  and 
given  into  the  hands  of  their  learned  men  ? 
If  they  do  not,  if  they  see  the  horror  and 
the  injustice  and  degradation  of  such  a  state 
of  things,  why  do  they  profess  a  religion  which 
will  inevitably  lead  to  it,  if  it  be  true  ?  If 
such  laws  be  unjust,  and  such  a  consum- 
m.ation  dreadful,  instead  of  desirable,  the  re- 
ligion of  the  oral  law  must  necessarily  be 
false  ;  and  it  is  the  duty  of  every  Israelite  to 
consider  what  he  is  doing  in  upholding  it. 
The  present  state  of  things  will  not  continue 
always.  The  Jewish  nation  cannot  always 
wish  to  be  wanderers  in  foreign  lands.  They 
look  forward  to  a  restoration  to  the  land  of 
their  fathers,  and  they  wish  in  that  land  to  be 
liappy  and  prosperous.  But  happiness  and 
prosperity  will  be  unknown  words,  if  they 
are  then  to  be  governed  according  to  the  prin- 
ciples of  the  oral  law.  That  law  gives  the 
learned  a  monopoly  of  power  and  happiness, 
but  leaves  the  mass  of  the  nation  in  bondage. 
Do  they  then,  in  contemplating  the  re-estabhsh- 
ment  of  the  kingdom  of  Israel,  expect  another 
than  the  oral  law,  and  other  principles  of  re- 
ligion and  justice?  If  they  do,  they  confess  that 
the  oral  law  is  false,  and  if  it  would  be  false 
and  hurtful,  and  destructive  of  all  happiness, 
if  supreme,  it  is  equally  false  and  hurtful 
now.  The  Israelite,  therefore,  who  upholds  it, 
is  upholding  a  false  system.  He  may  do  it 
in  ignorance,  and  we  believe  that  this  is  the 
case  with  the  majority  ;  but  it  is  most  un- 
becoming in  any  reasonable  man  to  profess  a 
religion  of  which  he  is  ignorant.  He  may 
answer,  I  have  no  time  to  acquire  an  accurate 
knowledge  of  my  reHgion.  The  books  in 
which  it  is  contained  are  too  voluminous  to 
admit  of  my  acquiring  an  acquaintance  with 
them.  I  must  work  for  my  bread.  We 
grant  that  this  is  the  fact,  but  then  this  brings 
us  back  to  our  original  position,  that  Judaism 
is  only  a  religion  for  those  who  have  leisure, 
that  is,  for  the  rich  and  the  learned,  and  we 
conclude,  on  that  very  account,  that  it  cannot 
be  from  God,  who  looks  neither  at  riches  nor 
learning,  but  considereth  the  welfare,  and, 
above  all,  the  religious  welfare  of  the  poorest 
of  his  creatures.  The  especial  character  of 
the  Messiah  is,  that  he  will  care  for  the  poor. 
"  He  shall  judge  the  poor  of  the  people,  he 
shall  save  the  children  of  the  needy."  (Psalm 
Ixxii.  4.)  He,  therefore,  cannot  have  the  re- 
ligion of  the  oral  law.  He  will  not  be  a  rabbi, 
nor  a  rabbi's  disciple. 
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The  season  of  the  Jewish  year,  which  we 
are  now  approaching,  naturally  leads  us  to  the 
consideration  of  some  subjects  more  important 
than  those  which  we  have  lately  discussed. 
The  oral  law  teaches  that  the  festival  of  the 
new  year  is  nothing  less  than  a  day  of  judg- 
ment, on  which  God  pronounces  sentence  re 
specting  the  stale  of  every  individual. 

■•*<n>D  in^<i  nn«  b>  m^nr  I'bpw  rrroji  ti:v  "jdi  "f5 

'•As  the  merits  and  the  sins  of  a  man  are 
weighed  at  the  hour  of  his  death,  so  likewise 
every  year,  on  the  festival  of  New  Year's  Day, 
the  sins  of  every  one  that  cometh  into  the 
world  are  weighed  against  his  merits.    Every 
one  who  is  found   righteous  is  sealed  to  life.  ' 
Every  one  who  is  found  wicked  is  sealed  to  i 
death.     But  the  ju^^gment  of  the  intermediate  | 
class  is  suspended  until  the  day  of  atonement. 
If  they  repent,  they  are  sealed  to  life,  but  if  | 
not,    they    are  sealed  to  death."     (Hilchoth  [ 
T'shuvah  c.  iii.  ,3.)     This  naturally  leads  us  I 
to  consider  the  Rabbinic  doctrine  of  justifica-  I 
tion,  and  to  inquire  how  far  it  agrees    with  i 
IMoses  and  the  Prophets.     And  here  our  first  j 
business  must  be  to  state  the  doctrine  as  it  is 
found  in  the  oral  law. 

This  law  teaches,  first,  that  he  whose  me- 
rits are  more  than  his  sins  is  accounted  a 
righteous  man. 

■"o  '  moiiyi  nv^f  ^b  ©^  m^n  ^:id  in«i  -rn«  ba 
vm:iwa?  >m  •  pni?  vm:n2>  b^j  m-i-n'  vnv^TO 

"  Every  one  of  the  children  of  man  has 
merits  and  sins.  If  his  merits  exceed  his 
sins,  he  is  righteous.  If  his  sins  exceed  his 
merits,  he  is  wicked.  If  they  be  half  and 
half,  he  is  a  middling  or  intermediate  person." 
(Ibid  1.) 

It    teaches,    secondly,    that   in    estimating 
the  comparative  state,  respect  is  had  not  only 
to  the  number  but  to  the  quality  of  the  actions. 
■'d'?  >4'7«  m:irm  nvDin  \<:^  ^^b  i:'«  m  bv^i 
]T  '«oin  m^iir  noD  n::3  «"'n\D  mat  \u'  •□'j-na 

:  nnrr  nivo  ia«'  in«  xr:im  -iq^?:-© 

"  And  this  weighing  is  made,  net  with  re- 
spect to  the  number  of  the  merits  and  the 
sins,  but  according  to  their  greatness.     There 


is  a  merit  which  may  outweigh  many  sins,  as 
it  is  said,  '  Because  in  him  there  is  found 
some  good  thing.'  (1  Kings  xiv.  13.)  And 
there  are  sins  which  may  outweigh  many  me- 
rits, for  it  is  said,  '  one  sinner  destroyeth 
much  good.'  "     (Ecclesiast.  ix.  18.) 

It  teaches,  thirdly,  that  it  is  possiljle  by 
transgression  or  obedience  to  turn  the  scale. 
Vs  n^i  lo^r  ni^  risn  nn  nnx  xrrn  i<cn 
nvj^  n-iij?  •  nnnujn  ^b  di:t  r^2^T^  rpb  ^b^::  nbM'n 
f]2b  ibin  Dbirrr  b'D  n.^i  loi??  n«  man  nn  nn« 
pni^i  -ios':td  nbi'm  nrv^rn  u^^b^  i"?  dijt  mat 
niDi'?  iDbvjr^  b'2  na  rnDrr  pii^u?  nt  ribvj  iid' 
r^^y^^^b  bwTO)^  nu  b  i:n3  m  y:^  'jDrDT  •  ^T'Jr^^ 
HD'cn  '©x"iQ  m:^oi  piDS^bi  D'hid  □^M.-'ymT  rrpiiji 

"  If  a  man  sin  one  sin,  he  gives  the  pre- 
ponderance for  himself  and  for  all  the  world 
to  the  scale  of  guilt,  and  causes  destruction. 
But  if  he  perform  one  commandment,  he  gives 
the  preponderance  both  for  himself  and  all 
the  world  to  the  scale  of  merit,  and  causes 
salvation  and  deliverance  to  himself  and  them, 
as  it  is  said,  *■  The  righteous  is  the  foun- 
dation of  the  world'  (Prov.  x.  25),  which 
means  that  righteousness  gives  the  world  a 
preponderance  in  the  scale  of  merit  and  deli- 
vers it.  And  on  this  account  all  the  house 
of  Israel  are  accustomed  to  abound  in  alms- 
giving and  in  good  deeds,  and  to  be  diligent 
in  the  commandments  in  the  interval  between 
New  Year's  Day  and  the  Day  of  Atonement 
more  than  in  all  the  year  besides."  (Ibid  4.) 
This  then  is  the  doctrine  which  we  have  to 
consider. 

The  firt  great  principle  is  that  "  Every 
one  of  the  children  of  men  has  merits  and  has 
sins."  That  every  man  has  sins  we  readily 
admit ;  but  that  any  man,  or  any  angel,  or 
any  of  God's  creatures  has  any  merit  in  the 
sight  of  God  we  deny.  First,  because  the 
idea  of  merit  is  utterly  inconsistent  with  the 
idea  of  the  relation  in  which  the  creature 
stands  to  the  Creator.  Every  created  being 
is  bound  by  the  very  fact  of  his  creation  to 
love  God  with  all  his  heart  and  soul,  and 
mind  and  strength,  and  to  do  all  his  will. 
Whatsoever,  therefore,  he  does,  he  can  never 
exceed  the  limit  of  his  bounden  duty,  and  can 
therefore  never  lay  any  claim  to  merit.  If 
created  beings  were  free  from  all  obligation  to 
love  God  or  to  do  his  will — if  they  were  inde- 
pendent and  masters  of  themselves,  then  by 
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loving  God  or  doing  his  will  iliey  might  have  , 
merit,  for  ihey  would  be  doing  liim  a  service 
which  He  has  no  right  to  require.  Just  as  a 
man  that  is  free  may  hire  himself  to  do  work 
for  another  man,  which  he  is  not  bound  to  do, 
and  thereby  earn  wages.  But  not  so  the  slave, 
who  is  his  master's  property.  He  can  only 
do  his  duty,  and  if  he  toil  all  the  day  and  be 
diligent  and  faithful  in  his  master's  service, 
he  still  can  lay  no  claim  to  wages  or  to  merit ; 
he  has  only  done  what  he  is  bound  to  do. 
To  lay  any  claim  to  merit,  we  must  stand 
on  equal  terms,  and  confer  what  the  other 
has  no  right  to  expect.  But  this  no  created 
being  can  ever  do.  He  is  a  debtor  over- 
whelmed with  such  an  amount  of  debt,  that 
all  that  he  has  or  can  raise  only  goes  in  part 
payment,  and  who  therefore  will  never  be  able 
to  confer  any  thing  which  is  not  already  due. 
And  therefore  it  is  said,  "  Can  a  man  be  pro- 
fitable unto  God  ?"  and  again,  "  Is  it  gain  to 
him,  that  thou  makcst  thy  ways  perfect?" 
(Job  xxii.  2,  3.)  The  unfallen  angels  them- 
selves have  no  merit  before  God,  and  much 
less  fallen  and  rebellious  man. 

But,  secondly,  the  assertion  that  man  has 
merits  is  contradicted  by  the  plain  testimonies 
of  Scripture.  If  man  have  merits,  however 
few,  then  so  far  as  those  merits  are  concerned, 
his  nature  must  be  good  and  h;  ly,  but  God 
declares  the  contrary.  ''  Behold,  he  putteth 
no  trust  in  his  saints  ;  yea  the  heavens  are  not 
clean  in  his  sight :  how  much  more  abomi- 
riable  and  filthy  is  man,  which  drinketh 
iniquity  like  water."  (Job  xv.  15,  IG.)  Such 
language  cannot  be  applied  to  any  creature 
capable  of  meriting  any  thing  in  the  sight  of 
God.  Again,  if  man  have  merits,  his  merits 
must  proceed  from  the  good  things  which  he 
has  done.  He  that  does  nothing  good  cannot 
be  meritorious,  but  yet  God  says,  "  There 
is  none  that  doeth  good,  no,  not  one.  They 
are  all  gone  aside,  they  are  all  together 
become  filthy;  there  is  none  that  doeth  good, 
no,  not  one."  (Ps.  xii.  1  — 3.)  If  this  be  true, 
then  no  man  has  merits.  If  man  have  merits, 
they  must  proceed  from  an  inherent  good 
principle  in  his  nature,  but  God  says  even  of 
Israel  that  there  is  no  such  principle  of  good  : 
on  the  contrary,  he  declares  that  "  the  whole 
head  is  sick,  and  the  whole  heart  faint.  From 
the  sole  of  the  foot,  even  unto  the  head,  there 
is  no  soundness  in  it;  but  wounds,  and  biuises, 
and  putrifying  sores."  (Isaiah  i.  5,  6.)  Here 
God  describes  Israel,  and  the  description  is 
generally  true  of  mankind,  as  totally  corrupt. 
There  is  no  soundness  in  it.  The  intellect  is 
corrupt,  for  "  the  whole  head  is  sick."  The 
affections  are  corrupt,  for  "  the  whole  heart  is 
faint."  How,  then,  can  he  that  has  a  per- 
verted intellect  and  a  corrupt  heart  have 
merits  ?  Again,  if  man  have  merits,  his  good 
deeds,  whatever  they  be,  must  be  such  as  to 


deserve  the  approbation  of  God;  but  the  con- 
fession of  the  prophet  is — 

:  i:^np"i!J  "?D  QMS'  n:3D"i  ^:b^'D  «?o'£)D  ^n^T 

"  But  we  are  all  as  an  unclean  thing,  and 
all  our  righteousnesses  as  filthy  rags."  (Isa. 
Ixiii.  5.)  Either,  then,  the  oral  law  or  the 
Bible  says  what  is  false.  The  Bible  says 
that  the  very  best  of  man's  deeds,  "  all  his 
righteousnesses,"  are  no  better  in  the  sight  of 
God  than  filthy  rags :  if  this  be  true,  then 
man  has  no  merit  whatsoever. 

But  again,  the  assertion  that  every  man 
has  merits  and  sins,  is  based  upon  a  false 
principle.  It  takes  for  granted  that  God 
judges  men  by  their  individual  acts,  and  not 
by  the  state  of  their  hearts  ;  tliat  is,  that  he 
judges  as  we  do.  When  we  consider  a  man's 
conduct,  we  can  only  look  at  his  acts,  and  to 
us  some  of  them  appear  good  and  others  bad. 
In  our  sight,  therefore,  he  may  have  some 
merits  and  some  demerits.  But  God  looks 
at  tlie  heart,  and  sees  whether  a  man  loves 
him  or  not,  and  by  the  whole  habit  of  his 
mind  and  affections  judges  the  man's  state 
and  all  his  actions.  We  short-sighted  crea- 
tures judge  a  man's  heart  by  his  actions; 
but  God  judges  his  actions  by  his  heart,  and 
wliere  the  heart  is  wrong,  he  is  so  far  from 
counting  any  actions  as  meritorious,  that  he 
looks  upon  the  whole  conduct  as  one  mass  of 
abominable  sin. 

The  next  assertion  of  the  oral  law  is,  that 
"  If  a  man's  merits  exceed  his  sins,  he  is 
righteous."  This  prc-supposes,  first,  that  a 
man's  merits  may  exceed  his  sins ;  and  as- 
serts, secondly,  that  'in  this  case  he  is  ac- 
counted righteous.  But  where  is  the  man 
whose  *'  merits  exceed  his  sins  ?"  Where  is 
the  man  who  keeps  any  one  of  God's  com- 
mandments perfectly  ?  In  all  our  best  deeds 
and  efforts  there  is  sin  of  admixture  or  of 
imperfection.  Often,  when  by  the  help  of 
God,  a  good  thought  or  an  honest  intention 
is  conceived  in  the  heart,  before  it  can  be 
realised  in  action,  some  selfish  and  unworthy 
motive  associates  itself  with  it,  and  spoils  the 
whole.  And  in  every  case  the  obedience  is 
imperfect,  so  that  all  our  best  acts  become 
occasions  of  committing  sins  either  of  infir- 
mity or  imperfection,  and  thus  our  sins  are 
certainly  as  many  as  our  good  deeds,  for  each 
one  of  them  has  a  sin  as  its  associate.  But 
how  many  are  our  sins  of  thought,  word,  and 
deed,  which  are  mere  sins  without  any  ad- 
mixture of  good,  and  which  in  themselves 
are  "  more  than  the  hairs  of  our  head  ?" 
And  even  if  we  should  admit  that  the  final 
result  depends  not  upon  number,  but  upon  mag- 
nitude, then  there  is  one  sin  that  extends  from 
the  moment  of  our  birth  to  the  latest  hour 
of  our  existence,  and  that  is,  want  of  perfect 
love  to  God.  This  he  requires  at  every  mo- 
ment, but  yet  how  many  hours  of  every  day 
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do  we  pursue  our  business  or  our  pleasure 
without  a  single  remembrance  of  him  ?  And 
how  few,  how  hasty,  and  how  interrupted 
are  our  grateful  recollections  of  the  love  and 
mercy  of  God  !  Here  then  is  a  sin  which  in 
magnitude  far  exceeds  the  aggregate  of  all  our 
gratitude  and  all  our  services,  and  which  in 
itself  would  sink  the  scale  of  guilt  down  to 
the  lowest  hell.  But  by  the  side  of  it  there  , 
is  another  equally  immense,  and  that  is  our  I 
continued  transgression  of  the  commandment,  j 
"  Thou  shall  love  tliy  neighbour  as  thyself." 
The  very  best  of  all  God's  saints  makes,  at 
the  most,  but  a  feeble  struggle  against  the 
love  of  self.  He  admits  the  extent  of  his 
duty  to  his  neighbour,  he  knows  it — he  de- 
sires to  fulfil  it.  He  watches  against  himself, 
and  yet,  with  all  his  care,  self-love  creeps  in 
again  and  again,  and  asserts  the  mastery  over 
his  thoughts  and  actions.  These  two  sins 
would  outweigh  a  thousand  times  all  the  six 
hundred  and  eleven  remaining  commandments 
of  which  Israel  boasts,  even  if  they  kept  tbem 
all  without  a  single  transgression  or  a  shade 
of  imperfection.  With  these  two  sins  on  our 
consciences,  it  is  perfectly  absurd  to  talk  of 
our  merits  exceeding  our  sins.  There  is  not, 
and  never  was  in  the  world,  a  mere  child  of 
Adam,  whose  sins  did  not  far  exceed  his 
good  deeds.  If,  therefore,  it  be  necessary, 
in  order  to  be  accounted  just,  that  our  merits 
should  exceed  our  sins,  we  must  give  up  all 
hope  of  being  justified  before  God. 

But  let  us  suppose  for  a  moment  that  such 
a  thing  were  possible,  that  there  was  a  man 
whose  merits  exceeded  his  sins,  would  such  an 
one  be  accounted  just  before  God  ?  First  let 
us  ask  Moses,  let  us  hear  what  he  says. 
Does  he  promise  that  if  your  merits  exceed 
your  sins,  ye  shall  be  considered  just  ?  and 
does  he  promise  life,  as  the  oral  law  does,  to 
imperfect  obedience  ?  Hear  the  words  of 
Moses  himself:  — 

TDrf  mij  -it;i><  -j-iin  bin  :  b.^o^m  ro'  rncn 
D^D^  Dn3-iNm  WDb  miDT  ^vnn  pn'?  iD^n  CD^n':'!^ 
:  p^Tn  T©^  y"ii«}2 
"  Ye  shall  observe  to  do  therefore  as  the 
Lord  your  God  hath  commanded  you :  ye 
shall  not  turn  aside  to  the  right-hand  or  to 
the  left.  Ye  shall  walk  in  all  the  ways 
which  the  Lord  your  God  hath  commanded 
you,  that  ye  may  live  and  that  it  may  be  well 
with  you,  and  that  ye  may  prolong  your  days 
in  the  land  which  ye  shall  possess."  (Deut. 
V.  32,  33.)  Here  JMoses  requires  perfect 
obedience  as  the  condition  of  life,  and  does 
not  allow  a  single  deviation  either  to  the 
right-hand  or  to  the  left.  It  is  not  a  single 
declaration,  nor  a  sentiment  wrested  from  its 
context.  Moses  repeats  the  same  again  and 
again.  In  the  very  next  verses  to  those  just 
quoted,  he  says— 


cnns-  anx  Ta?«  pt^i  nv>rrb  C3n«  io?b  □2'n';« 

yy\  Ttna  -|vj:q  ^d:x  -ic'^<  vniHoi  v^^^p•^  b:i  n« 

"  Now  these  are  the  commandments,  the 
statutes,  and  the  judgments,  which  the  Lord 
your  God  commanded  to  teach  you,  that  ye 
might  do  them  in  the  land  whither  ye  go  to 
possess  it ;  that  thou  mightest  fear  the  Lord 
thy  God,  to  keep  ai  l  his  statutes  and  his 
commandments,  which  I  command  thee ; 
thou  and  thy  son,  and  thy  son's  son,  all  the 
days  of  thy  life :  and  that  thy  days  may  be 
prolonged."  (vi.  1,  2.)  Here  again  Moses 
requires  perfect  obedience  to  the  whole  law. 
He  requires  it  of  every  individual  of  Israel. 
"  Thou  and  thy  son,  and  thy  son's  son  ;'* 
and  this  universal  obedience  he  exacts  not  at 
some  stated  period  of  the  year,  but  every  day 
of  a  man's  whole  life.  "  All  the  days  of  thy 
life."  J\Ioses  leaves  no  room  for  some  merits 
and  some  sins.  If  a  man  does  what  Moses 
requires,  he  can  have  no  sins.  If  a  man  have 
any  sins  whatever,  he  does  not  fulfil  what 
IVI  OSes  requires  as  the  condition  of  life.  We 
might  quote  several  other  similar  passages, 
but  content  ourselves  with  one,  where  Moses 
expressly  declares  that  universal  obedience  is 
necessary  to  righteousness. 

n^T"?  n'^s^n  c'pnrr  bD  n«  r^rwb  mrr  i3ii*>i 
cvn3  i:nvn7  c^Q^n  )2  ^:b  2v^b  ^yr^bii  mn»  n« 
b  n«  nr^'vb  -tdttij  ^d  w  n^nn  rTpi:^^   :  mn 

"And  the  I^ord  commanded  us  to  do  all 
these  statutes,  to  fear  the  Lord  our  God 
always,  that  he  might  preserve  us  alive,  as  it 
is  at  this  day.  And  it  shall  he  our  righteous, 
vess,  if  we  observe  to  do  all  these  com- 
mandments before  the  Lord  our  God,  as  he 
hath  commanded  us."  (Deut.  vi.  24,  25.) 
This  is  Moses'  idea  of  righteousness,  and  if 
Moses  be  right  the  oral  law  is  wrong.  It 
says,  "  If  a  man's  merits  exceed  his  sins,  he 
is  righteous."  Moses  says.  If  a  man  keep 
all  the  commandments  all  the  days  of  his  life, 
he  is  righteous.  The  oral  law  promises  life 
to  him  who  confessedly  has  sins.  Moses  re- 
quires perfect  and  universal  obedience  as  the 
condition  of  life.  It  becomes,  therefore,  an 
important,  an  awfully  important,  considera- 
tion for  every  Israelite,  whether  he  will  rest 
his  soul's  salvation  on  the  word  of  Moses,  or 
on  that  of  the  oral  law.  If  he  rests  upon  the 
oral  law,  then  he  will  be  satisfied  that  a  par- 
tial obedience  is  sufficient  to  secure  everlastino- 
salvation,  and  in  this  hope  he  will  die.  Bu*! 
if  he  is  to  be  judged  according  to  the  law  of 
Moses,  he  will,  at  the  hour  of  God's  judg- 
ment, find  himself  awfully  mistaken.  Moses 
knows  of  no  righteousness,  but  that  of  uni- 
versal obedience  every  day  of  a  man's  life, 
and  promises  life  to  none  but  those  who  have 
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this  lightcousncss.  He  that  has  it  not,  there- 
fore,  must  be  condemned.  And  let  every 
Israelite  mark  well  that  Moses  has  not  left 
us  to  draw  this  just  conclusion  from  the  pre- 
mises which  lie  has  laid  down,  but  has  him- 
self stated,  in  the  distinctest  and  plainest 
terms,  That  he  who  does  not  yitld  this  uni- 
versal obedience  is  accursed.  And  that  no 
man  may  mistake  his  meaning,  he  sums  up 
all  that  he  has  said  upon  this  subject,  and 
repeats,  that  he  who  keeps  all  God's  com- 
mandments shall  be  blessed,  and  that  he  who 
does  not  keep  all  God's  commandments 
shall  be  accursed. 

■TDnDT  Dvn  iii^o  ■'32^<  ~i^t<  vm^tQ  )'2  n«  nwsb 

"  And  it  shall  come  to  pass,  if  thou  shalt 
hearken  diligently  unto  the  voice  of  the  Lord 
thy  God,  to  observe  and  to  do  all  his  com- 
mandments which  T  command  thee  this  day, 
that  the  Lord  thy  God  will  set  thee  high 
above  all  nations  of  the  earth  ;  and  all  these 
blessings  shall  come  on  thee,"  &c.  And 
then,  after  enumerating  the  blessings,  he 
adds — 

nw^b  niDMJ'j  l^rrbx  b^p^  J^io^jn  vd  d«  r}'m 
Mi2^  Dvn  -TiSQ  ^D3«  -\^D«  vmpm  vm!?D  Vd  n« 
T3M  7^m  Tn«  :  T^'MJm  nb«n  mbbprr  b3  ybi' 

"  But  it  shall  come  to  pass,  if  thou  wilt 
not  hearken  unto  the  voice  of  the  Lord  thy 
God,  to  observe  to  do  all  his  commandments 
and  his  statutes  which  I  command  thee  this 
day,  that  all  these  curses  shall  come  upon 
thee,  and  overtake  thee.  Cursed  shalt  thou 
be  in  the  city,  and  cursed  shalt  thou  be  in  the 
field,"  &c.  (Deut.  xxviii.  1—15.)  Here 
Moses  plainly  says,  that  he  who  is  perfectly 
obedient  is  blessed,  and  that  he  who  is  not 
perfectly  obedient  is  cursed.  And  it  is  to  be 
noted  that  Moses  knows  nothing  of  an  inter- 
mediate  state  of  man,  the  □":13^1  who  are  nei- 
ther  righteous  nor  wicked.  He  divides  all 
Israel  into  two  classes,  the  blessed  and  the 
cursed.  He  who  keeps  all  God's  command, 
ments  belongs  to  the  former  ;  he  who  does 
not  keep  all  God's  commandments  to  the 


latter.  In  this  matter,  then,  the  most  im- 
portant that  can  employ  the  mind  of  man,  the 
oral  law  contradicts  the  plain  words  of  Moses. 
One  of  the  two  is  certainly  in  error.  It  is  for 
the  Israelites  to  choose  whether  they  will 
believe  Moses,  or  that  oral  law  which  contra- 
dicts his  words.  If  they  believe  in  Moses, 
then  no  one  is  accounted  just  before  God,  but 
that  man  who  has  all  the  days  of  his  life  kept 
all  God's  commandments  without  one  devia- 
tion. Every  other  person  is  so  far  from  being 
just,  that  he  is  accursed.  If  there  were  a 
human  being  who  had  all  his  life  kept  all  the 
commandments,  and  only  once  been  guilty  of 
transgression,  that  one  transgression  makes 
him  unjust  and  accursed.  But  there  is  no 
such  person.  Every  man's  conscience  tells 
him  that  his  sins  far  exceed  his  obedience, 
and  therefore  if  Moses  speak  truth  he  is 
accursed.  Oh,  let  no  one  endanger  his 
salvation  by  trusting  to  the  oral  law. 
Let  him  take  up  the  law  of  Moses,  let 
him  investigate  the  conditions  which  IMoses 
lays  down.  We  ask  not  now,  that  the  Is- 
raelites should  read  the  New  Testament,  or 
that  they  should  listen  to  our  arguments  or 
any  reasoning  of  man.  We  simply  point 
out  to  them  the  words  of  Moses,  and  we  show 
other  passages  of  the  oral  law  which  teaches 
an  entirely  different  doctrine.  We  ask,  then, 
whether  the  man  who  rebels  against  the  law 
of  Moses  can  hope  for  salvation  ?  Yet  this 
is  what  every  one  who  follows  the  oral  law  is 
doing.  If  his  temporal  welfare  only  were 
concerned,  it  would  not  be  of  such  moment. 
But  here  his  eternal  interests  are  at  stake. 
If  the  oral  law  be  mistaken,  and  mistaken  it 
is,  if  JMoses  spoke  truth,  their  eternal  salva- 
tion is  forfeited  by  every  one  who  follows  it. 
We  therefore  entreat  every  reader  of  this 
paper  to  take  up  the  law  of  Moses,  and  to 
investigate  this  question  : — "  What  are  the 
conditions  of  blessing  and  cursing,  of  life  and 
death,  according  to  the  declarations  of  IMoses? 
Does  he  promise  life  to  that  man  whose  merits 
exceed  his  sins,  or  does  he  require  universal 
obedience  ?"  To  Moses  himself  we  appeal, 
and  him  we  constitute  the  arbiter  of  our  dif- 
ferences. 
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We  showed  in  our  last  number  that  the 
first  axiom  of  the  oral  law  respecting  the 
mode  of  justilicalion  is  false.  Moses  requires 
perfect  and  universal  obedience  to  all  the  com- 
mandments as  the  condition  of  justification 
and  life,  v/hercas  the  oral  law  says  it  is  suffi- 
cient if  a  man's  merits  exceed  his  sins.  One 
of  the  two,  then,  has  spoken  falsehood.  It  is 
for  the  Jews  to  consider  which  of  them  they 
will  brand  with  the  character  of  liar.  As  for 
ourselves  we  btlieve  that  Moses  spoke  the 
truth,  and  by  his  standard  of  right  and 
wrong  we  proceed  to  examine  the  second  and 
third  principles  of  Rabbinnic  justification. 
The  oral  law  tells  us,  further,  that  when  God 
weighs  the  merits  and  the  offences,  '•  This 
weighing  is  made  not  with  respect  to  the  num- 
ber of  the  merits  and  the  sins,  but  according 
to  their  greatness.  There  is  a  merit  which 
may  outweigh  many  sins,  as  it  is  said,  '  Be- 
cause in  him  there  is  found  some  good  thing' 
(I  Kings  xiv.  13.)  And  there  are  sins  which 
may  outv/eigh  many  merits,  for  it  is  said, 
'■  One  sinner  destroy eth  much  good.'  (Eccle- 
siast.  ix.  18.)  And  for  this  reason  we  are 
(old  that  "  In  the  ten  days  between  the  New 
Year  and  the  Day  of  Atonement  Israel 
abounds  in  almsgiving  and  good  works  more 
than  in  all  the  year  besides."  Such  is  the 
hope  which  the  oral  law  holds  out  to  Israel. 
It  first  tells  a  man,  that  if  his  merits  exceed 
his  sins,  he  is  safe.  Then  feeling  that  none 
but  a  fool  or  madman  can  dream  of  his  merits 
exceeding  his  sins,  it  tries  to  quiet  the  con- 
science by  assuring  the  guilty,  tliat  the  quality 
of  the  deeds  is  regarded  more  than  their  num- 
ber, and  that  there  may  be  one  meritorious 
act  which  will  outweigh  many  sins.  It  en- 
deavours to  prove  this  by  a  citation  from  the 
Book  of  Kings.  This  is  in  itself  suspicious. 
Why  did  it  not  bring  one  or  more  plain  pas- 
sages from  the  Books  of  Moses  ?  They  con- 
tain the  law  of  God,  and  the  great  principles 
of  God's  judgment.  In  determining  a  case 
like  this  an  appeal  to  the  letter  of  the  law  is 
absolutely  necessary.  Let  every  Israelite, 
then,  before  he  trusts  his  salvation  to  the  oral 
law,  find  out  one  passage  in  the  law  of  Moses, 
v/here  Moses  hims:lf  declares  that  "  one 
merit  may  outweigh  many  sins."  We  know 
not  of  one  similar  declaration,  and  therefore 
hesitate  not  to  sav,   that  whosoever  rests  his 


I  salvation  on   this  hope,  has  apostatised  from 

the  religion  of  Moses. 
I  But  the  passage  itself,  which  the  oral  law 
cites,  proves  nothing  in  support  of  the  above 
principle.  The  words  were  spoken  of  the  son 
of  Jeroboam.  "  He  only  of  Jeroboam  shall 
come  to  the  grave,  because  in  him  there  is 
found  some  good  thing  toward  the  Lord  God 
of  Israel  in  the  house  of  Jeroboam."  (1  Kings 
xiv.  13.)  There  is  not  one  word  said  liere 
about  his  being  justified  by  that  one  good 
thing,  whatever  it  was.  It  did  not  save  the 
child  from  his  sickness.  It  did  not  change 
the  sentence  of  death  into  life.  All  it  did  was 
to  procure  him  a  peaceable  burial.  How, 
then,  can  any  reasonable  man  argue,  because 
the  son  of  Jeroboam  had  a  peaceable  burial, 
that  therefore  some  meritorious  act  will  save 
him  from  the  punishment  due  to  hisoflfences? 
To  warrant  such  a  conclusion,  he  ought  first 
to  show  that  the  son  of  Jeroboam  had  been  a 
grievous  sinner  like  his  father,  which  the  Bible 
does  not  say  ;  and,  secondly,  that  this  one 
meritorious  act  had  obtained  patdon  of  his 
sins,  and  restored  him  to  life;  and  moreover  it 
ought  to  be  expressly  said,  that  God  consi- 
dered him  as  just.  The  very  circumstance 
that  the  rabbles  were  obliged  to  have  recourse 
to  such  a  passage,  and  that  they  could  find 
nothing  better  in  the  law  or  the  prophets, 
shows  that  they  were  hard  pushed  to  find  any 
thing  that  would  even  bear  a  faint  resemblance 
to  their  doctrine. 

The  law  of  Moses  gives  no  countenance  to 
this  doctrine,  and  can  give  none,  because  it 
is  directly  subversive  of  all  the  principles  of 
law  and  justice.  The  stern  principle  of  jus- 
tice is,  that  every  transgression  of  the  law 
should  be  followed  by  punishment  without  any 
reference  whatever  to  the  good  deeds  or  merits 
of  the  transgressor.  Even  before  an  earthly 
tribunal  there  is  no  deviation  from  this  prin- 
ciple. If  a  murderer  or  a  robber  be  convicted, 
no  degree  of  previous  or  subsequent  merit  can 
be  listened  to  as  a  plea  against  the  just  sen- 
tence of  the  law.  He  may  in  all  other  respects 
be  an  unexceptionable  character,  he  may  feed 
the  poor  and  clothe  the  naked,  and  give  alibis 
goods  in  alms,  but  none  of  these  things  can 
change  the  sentence  of  guilty  into  not  guilty, 
or  cause  him  to  be  considered  as  a  just  or  in- 
nocent person.     And  shall   we  suppose  that 
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God  is  less  just  than  man  ?  The  hiw  oC  iMoses 
gives  us  no  reason  for  such  a  supposition.  It 
says  distinctly — 

r^^•d)  rt^-i  t<in  tc«  nsj-n  mjdd?  icid  inpn  xVi 
:  nov  ma  '3 
"  Moreover,  ye  shall  take  no  satisfaction 
for  the  life  of  a  murderer,  which  is  guilty  of 
death  ;  but  he  shall  surely  be  put  to  death." 
(Num.  XXXV.  31.)  According  to  this  decla- 
ration, the  good  deeds  or  merits  of  a  murderer 
are  not  to  be  regarded,  and  there  is  nothing 
which  he  can  do  which  can  avert  the  sentence 
of  the  law.  And  shall  we  suppose  that  God 
himself  w  ill  do  what  he  forbids  men  to  do  ? 
If  so,  why  did  he  forbid  it  to  be  done  ?  The 
plain  reason  of  this  prohibition  is,  because  it 
is  contrary  to  the  eternal  principles  of  right 
and  wrong,  which  God  himself  cannot  violate 
without  detracting  from  his  holiness.  But  it 
is  not  with  respect  to  murder  only  that  God 
has  laid  down  these  stern  principks  of  justice. 
He  says  generally — 

npo  Js"nn  \i>D:n  nni:32i  rpy-a  ^in  mn^  nt^ 
n-iDn  ion  imijo  n^^i  nn  mn'  -im  n  '.rrDj? 
:  ni  HDij?  «^nn  -sDSDn  mDn 
"  But  the  soul  that  doeth  ought  presump- 
tuously, whether  he  be  born  in  ihe  land,  or  a 
stranger,  the  same  reproacheth  the  Lord,  and 
that  soul  shall  be  cut  off  from  among  his 
people.  Because  he  hath  despised  the  Lord, 
and  hath  broken  his  commandment,  that  soul 
shall  utterly  be  cut  off;  his  iniquity  shall  be 
upon  him."  (Numb.  xv.  30,  31.)  There  is 
here  no  promise  that  his  merits  shall  be 
weighed  against  his  offences.  One  presump- 
tuous sin  will  outweigh  all  his  supposed  merits, 
and  for  that  one  he  shall  die  in  his  iniquity. 
The  doctrine  of  the  prophets  is  just  the  same. 

"  The  soul  that  sinneth  it  shall  die." 

:  m'D^  □! 
"  But  when  the  righteous  turneth  away 
from  his  righteousness,  and  committeth  ini- 
quity,  and  doeth  according  to  all  the  abomina- 
tions that  the  wicked  man  doeth,  shall  he  live  ? 
All  his  righteousness  that  he  hath  done  shall 
not  he  mentioned :  in  his  trespass  that  he 
hath  trespassed,  and  in  his  sin  that  he  hath 
sinned,  in  them  shall  he  die."  (Ezek.  xviii. 
20 — 25.)  When  one  reads  this  passage,  it 
appears  as  if  God  had  dictated  it  on  purpose  to 
contradict  the  doctrine  of  the  oral  law.  There  is 
here  no  mention  of  weighing  merits  against  sins, 
and  no  promise  that  some  few  extraordinary 
merits  may  outweigh  many  sins.  On  the  con- 
trary,  it  is  distinctly  stated,  that  when  the 
righteous  man  turneth  away  from  his  righte- 
ousness,  ''  All  his  righteousness  that  he  hath 


done  shall  not  be  mentioned."  If  this  be 
true,  the  doctrine  of  the  oral  law  is  necessarily 
and  totally  false.  But  some  one  may  object 
that  there  is  a  similar  declaration  made  re- 
specting the  wicked. 

nj>?  "in-r")  nuji"'  tojx  rnj^tcn  bDo  ri^rc  'D  r-i^im 
:  mo^  .s7  rvT\'  -nvu  •n]>'\':s^  "ccc'd  nvi^ri  "Tivn  "jd 

"  But  if  the  wicked  man  will  turn  from  all 
his  sins  that  he  hath  committed,  and  keep  all 
my  statutes,  and  do  that  which  is  lawful  and 
right,  he  shall  surely  live,  he  shall  not  die. 
All  his  transgressions  that  he  hath  committed, 
they  shall  not  be  mentioned  to  him,  in  his 
righteousness  that  he  hat  done  he  shall  live." 
But  this  verse  is  as  strongly  against  the  doc- 
trine of  the  oral  law  as  the  others  already 
cited.  In  the  first  place,  it  does  not  say, 
that  he  whose  sins  exceed  his  merits  is 
wicked,  but  that  he  who  commits  sin  is 
wicked.  In  the  second  place,  it  does  not  say 
that,  by  causing  his  merits  to  exceed  his  sins, 
he  can  become  righteous,  but  by  turning 
away  "  From  all  his  sins  that  he  hath  com- 
mitted," and  by  keeping  "  all  my  statutes." 
It  confirms  the  doctrine  laid  down  already 
from  the  law  of  Moses,  that  to  be  righteous 
in  the  sight  of  God,  a  man  must  connnit  no 
sin,  and  keep  all  God's  commandments.  It 
therefore  directly  contradicts  the  oral  law,  and 
overturns  the  doctrine  that  some  merits  may 
outweigh  many  sins. 

If  more  proof  be  needful,  we  have  it  in  the 
case  of  Moses  himself.  Very  few,  if  any, 
even  of  the  most  devoted  friends  of  the  oral 
law,  can  imagine  that  he  has  so  many  merits 
as  Closes  his  master ;  and  yet  the  merits  of 
Moses  did  not  outweigh  one  apparently  tri- 
fling transgression.  Because  of  one  sin,  he 
was  sentenced  to  die  with  the  disobedient 
generation  in  the  wilderness,  and  not  per- 
mitted to  enter  into  the  land  of  Israel.  If 
Moses'  merits,  then,  could  do  nothing  for 
him,  how  vain  must  be  the  hope  of  others,  who 
think  that,  by  abounding  in  almsgiving  and 
good  works  for  ten  days,  they  can  turn  the 
scale  of  God's  righteous  judgment  ?  Neither 
the  law  nor  the  prophets  know  of  any  inter- 
mediate class  between  the  righteous  and  the 
wicked.  They  specify  only  the  two  classes, 
the  righteous  and  the  wicked.  Those  who 
fulfil  all  God's  commandments  belong  to  the 
one,  and  those  who  transgress  any  of  God's 
commandmvents  belong  to  the  other.  liCt 
every  man,  then,  examine  his  own  heart  and 
life,  and  it  will  not  require  much  time  nor 
trouble  to  ascertain  to  which  class  he  belongs. 
A  very  little  reflection  will  convince  him  that 
he  has  been,  and  is,  a  transgressor  of-  God's 
connnandmcnts  ;  that  he  has  no  merits  and 
no  righteousness  ;    and   therefore  belongs  to 
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t'nat  class  of  whom  Moses  says,  thiit  they  are  ac- 
cursed. Such  a  conclusion  may  appear  dread- 
fill,  and  so  it  ought  to  be ;  but  the  grand 
question  is,  Is  it  true?  Let  every  man  ask 
himself,  "  Have  I  kept,  or  do  I  keep,  all 
(rod's  commandments  ?"  If  he  can  say,  Yes, 
then,  according  to  the  law  of  I\Ioses,  he  is 
righteous,  and  has  the  premise  of  life.  But 
if  he  must  say,  No,  then  he  is  unrighteous,  and 
the  curse  of  God  is  hanging  over  him,  ready 
to  descend  and  destroy  him. 

Dwi'b  TMiin  n-nnrr  nii  n«  nv'  «'  "'^^  "'"'"'^ 
;  pw  Di-n  bD  -i^^i  cms* 

•'  Cursed  be  he  that  confirmeth  not  all  the 
words  of  this  law  to  do  them.  And  all  the 
people  shall  say,  Amen."  (Deut.  xxvii.  2G.) 
Woses  holds  out  no  hope,  except  to  those  who 
yield  a  perfect  and  universal  obedience. 

But  some  one  will  reply,  if  this  be  true, 
then  no  man  can  be  accounted  righteous,  on 
account  of  his  deeds. 
N^T  na  n-iii-^  -!•£:«  y-,«i  p'<i-:i  'fa  mx  ^d 

'•  For  there  is  not  a  just  man  upon  earth, 
that  doeth  good,  and  sinneth  not."  (Eccles. 
vii.  20.)  And  this  is  the  truth,  no  man  can 
be  justified  because  of  his  good  works. 
We  must  renounce  all  our  pride,  and  appear 
at  the  bar  of  God  as  miserable  sinners,  look- 
ing only  for  mercy,  and  not  for  payment. 
"We  must  come  to  the  same  conclusion  as  Job 
did— 

"  I  know  it  is  so  of  a  truth :  but  how 
should  man  be  just  with  God  ?  If  he  will 
contend  with  him,  he  cannot  answer  him  one 
of  a  thousand."  (Job  ix.  2,  3.)  Job  had  no 
idea  that  his  merits  exceeded  his  sins,  but 
knew  well  that  if  God  entered  into  judgment 
with  him,  he  could  not  answer  respecting  even 
the  thousandth  part  of  his  transgressions. 
David,  the  man  after  God's  ov/n  heart,  had  the 
same  conviction,  and  had,  therefore,  no  wish 
that  his  merits  should  be  weighed  with  his 
sins.  His  prayer  was — 
y^Db  pi'2''  ah  '3  -inns'  n«  tdc'cdi  Kinn  b« 

"  Enter  not  into  judgment  with  thy  ser- 
vant :  for  in  thy  sight  shall  no  man  living  be 
justified."  (Ps.  cxliii.  2.)  And  when  Daniel 
prayed,  he  did  not  venture  to  prefer  his  peti- 
tions on  the  score  of  merits,  or  to  expect  an 
answer  as  the  reward  of  righteousness,  but 
cast  himself  simply  on  the  mercy  of  God. 

:  cn-n  -fonn  bi^  ^d 
"  For  we  do  not  present  our  supplications 
before  thee  for  our  righteousnesses,  but  for 
thy  great  mercies."  (Dan.  ix.  18.)  How, 
then,  can  the  modern  Jews  hope  to  stand  at 
the  tribunal  of  a  heart-searching  God,  and  not 
only  eacape^  condemnation,  but  obtain  a  re- 


ward  because  their  merits  exceed  their  sins  ? 
Are  they  more  pure  than  Job,  more  holy  than 
David,  more  righteous  than  Daniel  ?  or  were 
those  three  most  holy  men  mistaken,  or  igno- 
rant of  the  v/ay  of  salvation  ?  Certain  it  is 
that  there  must  be  some  mistake  somevv'herc. 
Either  the  rabbles  were  right,  and  then  Job, 
David,  and  Daniel  were  mistaken,  or  these 
three  men  were  right,  and  then  the  rabbles  are 
fearfully  and  awfully  mistaken.  If  the  law 
requires  perfect  obedience,  and  denounces  a 
curse  against  all  disobedience,  then  the  former 
were  right  in  deprecating  God's  judgment, 
and  casting  themselves  upon  his  mercy.  But 
if  the  law  requires  only  that  a  man's  merits 
should  exceed  his  sins,  and  says  that  all  defi- 
ciencies can  be  made  up  by  ahnsgiving  and 
good  works  in  the  ten  days  between  the  new 
year  and  the  day  of  atonement,  then  they 
were  wrong.  Job  was  utterly  mistaken  when 
he  said,  "  How  should  man  be  just  with 
God  ?"  for  the  rabbles  say,  only  be  careful 
for  the  first  ten  days  of  the  year,  and  you  will 
be  just  and  sealed  unto  life.  David  was 
utterly  mistaken  v/hen  he  said,  "  In  thy  sight 
shall  no  man  living  be  justiiied  ;"  for  the 
rabbles  say  that  a  man's  merits  may  exceed 
his  sins,  and  that  such  an  one  is  just  before 
God.  Daniel  was  mistaken  in  not  offering 
his  prayers  on  the  score  of  righteousness  but 
on  the  plea  of  mercy.  But  still,  notwith- 
standing the  certainty  with  which  the  rabbles 
speak,  we  would  rather  trust  our  own  salva- 
tion to  the  word  of  Moses,  of  Ezekicl,  of  Job, 
David,  and  Daniel,  than  to  that  of  the  rabbies. 
We  would  rather  kneel  as  sup})licants,  than 
claim  the  reward  of  our  deeds  with  the  rabbies. 
But  we  cannot  pass  this  subject  without 
observing  here  also  how  the  religion  of  the 
Rabbles  exhibits  itself  at  every  turn  as  a 
religion  for  the  rich  and  the  learned,  rather 
than  for  the  poor  and  laborious  class  of  man- 
kind. It  teaches  that  almsgiving  and  good 
works,  at  a  certain  season  of  the  year,  will 
turn  the  wicked  into  righteous  men,  and 
transform  the  sinner  into  the  saint.  So  the 
rich  sinner  puts  his  hand  into  his  pocket,  and 
lavishes  his  gold  to  the  poor  and  needy,  and 
buys  what  is  wanting  to  make  up  his  deficit 
of  merit.  The  learned  man  sets  to  work  at 
his  books  ;  for  the  oral  law  says  : — 

]b^^2  r\^•2•or^  "td  i:i23  min  iTo'^n  .s^x  min  -no^n 
Diip  mo':iiin  p'Db  n^yo  'Tb  ^<^ln  "nobnno 
:  Diporr  bDi  mui?^'? 
"  Amongst  all  the  commandments,  there  is 
not  one  that  is  equivalent  to  the  study  of  the 
law.  Whereas  the  study  of  the  law  is  equi- 
valent to  all  the  commandments :  for  study 
leads  to  practice.  Therefore,  study  always 
goes  before  good  deeds."  (Hilchoth  Talmud 
Torah.)  The  one  with  his  money  therefore, 
and   tlie   other  with   his  books,  can  effect  a 
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bulance  in  his  favour;  but  what  is  to  become 
of  the  poor  labouring  classes,  who  have  no 
money  to  buy  righteousness,  and  no  time  for 
study,  which  is  equivalent  to  all  the  other 
commandments  ?  For  them  to  turn  the  ba- 
lance is  impossible — they  have  not  the  means ; 
and  therefore,  according  to  the  oral  law,  they 
stand  but  a  poor  chance  when  the  final  ac- 
count comes  to  be  made  up.  This  of  itself 
would  prove  that  the  doctrine  of  the  oral  law 
cannot  be  true.  God  is  a  righteous  judge, 
and  he  accepts  no  man's  money  and  no  man's 
learning.  He  takes  no  bribes,  and  will  not 
wrest  the  judgment  of  the  poor.  The  true 
mode,  therefore,  of  appearing  just  before 
God  is  some  other  than  that  pointed  out  by 
the  oral  law,  and  one  according  to  which  tiie 
poor  sinner  will  stand  on  equal  terms  with  his 
richer  brother. 

There  is,  however,  another  point  to  which 
we  wish  to  direct  attention.  The  oral  law 
says,  if  a  man's  merits  exceed  his  sins  he  is 
just  and  sealed  unto  life,  but  if  his  sins  ex- 
ceed his  merits,  then  he  is  sealed  unto  death; 
what  then  are  we  to  think  of  all  who  die  in  each 
succeeding  year?  It  is  plain  that  they  have 
not  been  sealed  unto  life,  for  then  tliey  could 
not  have  died.  Then  they  were  sealed  unto 
death  ;  then  we  must  conclude  that  their  sins 
exceed  their  merits ;  and  as  all  die,  then  we 
must  conclude,  further,  that  all  die  in  their 
sins— that  their  sins  are  more  than  their 
merits  ;  and  so,  after  all,  this  Rabbinical  doc- 
trine comes  to  nothing.  It  tells  a  man  that 
by  having  his  merits  greater  than  his  sins, 
he  is  righteous,  and  will  be  sealed  unto  life, 
and  yet,  after  all  his  almsgiving  and  good 
works,  he  dies  like  other  men,  and  it  turns 
out  that  he  is  not  a  just  man,  nor  even  one  of 
the  intermediate  class,  but  one  of  the  wicked. 
How  can  any  rational  man  put  his  faith  in 
such  a  system,  which  promises  a  great  deal, 
but  does  not  keep  its  promise  ?  Above  all, 
how  can  he  trust  his  soul's  everlasting  wel- 
fare upon  a  promise  which  each  successive 
year  proves  to  be  false  ?  JMany  an  one  has 
passed  into  eternity  already  before  the  new 
year,  and  of  all  such  the  oral  law  says  they 
have  died  in  their  sins.  Many  more  may 
pass  into  eternity  between  the  new  year  and 
the  day  of  atonement.  If  the  oral  law  be 
true,  all  such  belong  to  the  decidedly  wicked 
who  did  not  deserve  the  ten  days'  grace. 
Their  friends  and  relations  must,  therefore, 
stamp  their  memory  with  the  brand   of   the 


impenitently  wicked,  or  if  they  entertain  a 
hope  that  such  persons  have  not  nicd  in  their 
sins,  they  must  declare  of  the  oral  law  that  it 
is  false.  If  they  would  have  a  promise  that 
will  not  and  cannot  deceive,  let  them  take  up 
the  law  and  the  prophets.  The  reader  of  this 
paper  is  still  alive,  but  who  can  tell  how 
soon  his  turn  must  come,  and  come  it  will, 
and  that  soon  in  every  case.  What  consola- 
tion then  will  he  have  on  his  dying  bed? 
Will  he  begin  to  balance  his  account  of  merit 
and  sin  ?  Alas  !  there  is  no  use  in  that. 
If  the  oral  law  be  true,  it  was  balanced  on 
the  last  day  of  atonement,  and  the  sins  were 
found  to  outweigh  the  merits,  as  his  ap- 
proaching death  "testifies.  Where  then  will 
he  flee  for  refuge  or  for  consolaiion  ?  In  tho 
agony  and  feebleness  of  a  death-bed  hour  there 
is  no  time  for  doing  good  works,  and  po- 
verty may  cut  off  the  Rabbinic  hope  of  pur- 
chasing salvation  ?  In  the  oral  law  there  is 
no  hope.  Can  he  find  it,  then,  in  the  law  of 
Moses  ?  That  law  requires  perfect  and  uni- 
versal obedience,  and  pronounces  the  sinner 
accursed.  As  an  accursed  sinner,  then,  he 
must  stand  at  the  bar  of  God,  unless  there  be 
some  other  way  and  some  other  hope.  When 
Jacob  was  on  his  death-bed  he  had  another 
hope.     He  could  say — 

"  I  have  waited  for  thy  salvation,  O 
Lord."  (Gen.  xhx.  18.)  Oh  !  let  the  reader 
seek  this  salvation  in  time,  that  when  his  last 
hour  comes,  he  may  be  as  calm,  as  happy, 
and  as  full  of  hope  as  his  pious  forefather. 
He  died  in  a  foreign  land,  but  he  died  happy, 
trusting  not  in  his  own  rigliteousness,  but  in 
the  salvation  of  God.  He  had  learned  by 
experience  that  man  cannot  deliver  himself 
from  mere  temporal  trouble,  but  that  even 
there  God  is  his  only  refuge  and  his  hope, 
and  still  more  so  in  the  hour  of  death  and  the 
day  of  judgment.  But  he  had  learned  also 
to  believe  in  ^«i3n  "j^bDrr  the  Angel  who  had 
redeemed  him  from  all  evil,  and  was  per- 
suaded that  He  would  not  forsake  him  in  the 
great  transition  from  time  to  eternit}^.  He 
had  not  put  off  the  consideration  of  salvation 
to  the  last.  Pie  could  say,  "  I  have  waited 
for  thy  salvation,  O  Lord,"  and  therefore 
when  the  awful  moment  arrived,  he  could  in 
perfect  tranquillity  gather  his  children  about 
him,  and  tell  them  of  Shiloh  who  was  to 
came,  and  of  the  salvation  which  he  had 
expected. 
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All  who  believe  in  Divine  Revelation 
look  forward  to  a  great  day,  when  the  secrets 
of  all  hearts  shall  be  revealed,  and  a  right- 
eous sentence  pronounced  upon  all  the  sons 
of  men.  The  most  important  thing  in  the 
world,  then,  for  us  to  know  is  the  way  of  ac- 
ceptance with  God  at  that  solemn  hour.  And 
if  men  are  bound  as  rational  brings  to  ex- 
amine the  grounds  of  their  opinions  and  be- 
lief on  other  subjects,  they  must  be  considered 
as  altogether  devoid  of  reason,  who  do  not 
thoroughly  examine  and  weigh  the  doctrines 
which  have  been  taught  them  with  regard 
to  justification  at  the  bar  of  God.  A  mistake 
on  other  subjects  may  be  endured,  but  a 
mistake  here  is  fatal  and  irreparable.  What 
will  be  the  horror  of  those  who  find  that  they 
have  through  their  own  want  of  consideration 
been  trusting  in  a  delusive  hope,  and  have 
rejected,  wilfully  rejected,  that  way  of  ac- 
ceptance which  God  has  appointed.  If  there 
be  any  one  point  of  difference  between  Jews 
and  Christians,  which  requires  profound  and 
attentive  consideration,  it  is  this.  We  Chris- 
tians believe  that,  on  this  all-important  point, 
the  oral  law  is  utterly  mistaken,  and  that  all 
who  trust  their  salvation  to  the  hope  which 
it  holds  out,  will  find  themselves  awfully 
mistaken  if  IMoses  and  the  Prophets  speak 
truth.  We  have  endeavoured  to  show  that 
the  hope  of  justification  by  merits  is  contrary 
to  the  Word  of  God.  But  we  shall  now 
proceed  to  show  that  the  oral  law  by  this 
doctrine  contradicts  itself,  and  that  therefore 
it  is  most  unsafe  to  rest  our  salvation  upon 
any  of  its  operations.  In  that  law,  which 
teaches  that  if  a  man's  merits  exceed  his  sins, 
he  is  justified,  we  also  find  the  following  pa- 
rable, intended  to  explain  God's  dealings  in 
the  judgment  of  the  New  Year  :  — 

it>?2^  n"i«D-iQ  '■'1  rf^^  mpnDU-o  ima^'?  b'Tii  n''b« 
in'b  no  13"?  ]'«  ^b  i-int^i  mt^-ipb  mnnn  ^bMy 
■"iiD""!  i^:?""  "inv  n"ipn3'ci  |V3  xu^b-oj  onb  n>:n  -|b 
-inv  i-ipn^MO  •'aujrr  •cb^n  nnb  n^^n  in«npb  Trn 
-ibnrT  fD  •  b:Dn  cnb  n^^n  in^npb  i^i>n  '22  bD  i«:i> 

□nb  nmvDT  •j^2i>n>D  n^bn^n  n''->  lyj  noTyrr  bD 
nniTOi  pi'D'o  D^Diri  D^n'  ''i  *  cn^mai!?  •©••bTr» 
c':'^r\'o  bDH  amDijn  dv2  •  u-'xcb^  '^sd  cnb 
:  bDn  cnb  -innoi 
"  A  parable.  There  was  a  certain  city, 
which  owed  tribute  to  the  king,  but  did  not 


pay  it,  whereupon  he  came  upon  it  with  an 
army  to    collect  it.     When  he   came  within 
ten  leagues  of  it,  the  great  men  of  the  city 
went  forth  to  meet  him,  and  said  to  him,  We 
have  nothing   wherewith   to  pay   thee,   so  he 
forgave  them  one-third.  When  he  approached 
nearer  still,  the  middle  classes  of  the  city  went 
forth  to  meet  him,  and  he  forgave    them  a 
second-third.       When    he    approached    still 
nearer,     all     the    population    of     the     city 
went  forth  to  meet  him,  and  he  forgave  them 
all.     The  King  here  is  the  Holy  One,  blessed 
be  He.    The  inhabitants  of  tlie  city  are  Israel, 
who  accumulate  sins  all  the  year.     On  the 
eve  of  the  New  Year,  the  great  men  fast,  and 
one-third  of  their  sins  is  remitted  to    them. 
In  the  ten  days,   the  intermediate  class  fast, 
and  two-thirds  are  remitted.     On  the  day  of 
atonement   all    fast,  and    all   is    remitted    to 
them."     (Orach    Chaiim,    581.)     Now    this 
representation  is  quite  at  variance   wiih  the 
doctrine  that  those  are  justified  whose  merits 
exceed  their  sins.     This  parable,  in  the  first 
place,  represents  all  as  in  debt,  and  secondly, 
that  they  have  nothing  to  pay,  and  thirdly, 
that  the  King  forgives  them  freely  and  for 
nothing.     Now    this  statement   is  altogether 
contrary  to  the  notion  of  merit.     If  a  man 
has  more  merits  than  sins,  and   is  on   that 
score  accounted  just,  he  cannot  be  said  to  be 
in  debt,  and  he  needs  no  remission.     But  if 
it   be  true  of  the  great  men  as  well  as  the 
middle  class,  that  they  are  in  debt  and  have 
nothing  wherewith  to  pay,  then  it  is  certain 
that  they  have  no  merits,  and  cannot  be  con- 
sidered  as  just,    but  as    sinners.     IMerit  and 
forgiveness  are  as  essentially  opposed  as  pay- 
ment and  debt.     The  man  who  has  paid  his 
creditor  all  his  demands  can   have  no  debt, 
and  so  the  man  who  has  kept  God's  commands 
so  as   to  have  merit,  needs  not   forgiveness. 
But  he  who  has  nothing  to  pay,  that  is,  he 
who  has  no  merits,  must  either  be  condemned, 
or  he  must  have  a  free   forgiveness   of  all ; 
and  this  the  parable  says  is  the  case  of  Israel. 
They  have  nothing  to  pay,  and  God  forgives 
them  all.     Merit  is  therefore   altogether  out 
of  (he  question,  and  if  this  statement  be  true, 
then  the  doctrine  of  justification  by  merits  is 
false,  and   therefore  the  oral  law  contradicts 
itself.     How  then   can   the  Israelite  trust  his 
everlasting  welfare  to  a  system   at  variance 
with  itself? 
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The  prayers  for  the  New  Year  are  equally  , 
decisive  against  the  doctrine  of  justification  ; 
by  merits.    Out  of  many  passages  which  deny 
the  existence  of  merit,  and  assert  the  necessity 
of  a  free  forgiveness,  we  cite  the  following  :  — 
•  D'Di'^n  i-iny  ^y:r:b  t«i.\^  •  D^cbt^i  mim  mbnp 

nbb<3T  iyn3T  '^y^^-\  nn-i^sD  pri^^i  '2V^b  by  '.^y 

:  v:i«i  r:.*r'T  vji^nm  rm-np  •  r:^b  '^tt  •'Q 

"  Thousands  and  ten  thousands  of  congre- 
gations,   which  have  persecuted  us  and  are 
vanished,  were  not  able  to  justify  themselves 
in  purity.     Lo  !  the  heavens  are  not  pure  in 
his  sight,  and  all  the  heavenly  angels  are  as 
beaten  flax :  how  then   can  he  that  is  filthy 
and    abominable    be    pure  ?     He   gathereth 
riches  by  deceit ;  and  working  in  secret,  he 
says   in   his   heart.    Who  can  bear   witness 
against  me  before  him  ?     Even  the  beams, 
rafters,  planks,  and  stones  of  his  house.     O 
Thou  who  art  too  pure  of  sight  to  view  evil, 
sink  our  sins  in    the   deepest  recesses,  and 
work  the  good  sign  for  us."     (Prayers  for  the 
New  Year,  p.  149.)     Here  is  an  express  ac- 
knowledgment that  the  congregations  of  old 
could   not  justify   themselves    by   merit,   an 
assertion  in  the  words  of  the  Psalm,  that  all 
men    are    filthy    and    abominable,     and    a 
prayer,  not  for  payment  of  deserts,  but  for 
forgiveness  of  sins.     If  this  prayer  contain  the 
sentiments  of  truth,  and  be  offered  in  since- 
rity, then  Israel  has  no  merits,   and  the  doc- 
trine, that  any  man  is  justified  by  the  super- 
abundance of  his  merits,   is  a  mere  fiction. 
The  man  v/ho  will  venture  to  offer  this  prayer, 
and  yet  hope  to  be  saved  by  his  good  deeds, 
is  a  hypocrite,  or  is  not  right  in  his  mind. 
Here  again,    then,    the   oral  law   is    incon- 
sistent with  itself:  for  here  it  places  the  hope 
of  salvation  not  in  merit,  but  in  the  free  and 
undeserved  mercy  of  God.     It  is  the  duty  of 
every  Israelite,  therefore,  to  ascertain  which 
of  the  two  ways  is  in  accordance  with  the  de- 
claration of  Closes  and  the  Prophets.     It  is 
impossible  that   they    should  both   be  true. 
The  fact  appears  to  be,   that  the  authors  of 
the  oral  law,  like  all   other  men,  loved  the 
honour  and  glory  of  personal  rigliteousness, 
and   hoped    that  all  those  deeds,  and  fasts, 
and  almsgiving,  which  were  so  lovely  in  their 
own  eyes,  and  gained  them  so  much  credit 
amongst  n.en,  would  also  be  duly  acknow- 
ledged  at  the  bar  of  God's  judgment.     At 
the  same  time    their    conscience    was   conti- 
nually awakened  and  terrified   by  the  plain 
declarations  of  the  Word  of  God,  and  there- 
fore,   to    quiet   their    conscience,    they  were 
driven  even  against  their  wills  to  acknowledge 
their  guilt,  and  to  seek  for  a  quietus.     This 
they  partly  found  in  the  hope  of  free  mercy, 


but  partly  in  inventions  of  their  own.  They 
placed  no  small  dependence  upon  fasting  and 
almsgiving,  but  their  troubled  conscience  v/as 
not  satisfied  with  these,  and  they  have  there- 
fore fled  for  refuge  to  observances  the  most 
trivial,  and  hopes  the  most  childisho  By 
blowing  the  horn  the  whole  month  of  Elul, 
they  hope  to  deceive  Satan,  so  that  he  may 
not  know  which  is  the  first  day  of  the  new 
year,  and  may  not  be  able  to  accuse  them. 

ri2\D  b32  bi^^  n"ii  ]>3?pin  ^rT'XD  ^'tn  irpnn  pb 
niTOn  r^^'SD  b^^v  Tmnb  nD  ©inn  "tdi  ni-i?*! 
:  p^n  ni-ir'/  n^i  °  101:11  Ti'-i  idto  rpn'  d«  '2^ 

"  Therefore  our  wise  men  of  blessed  me- 
mory have  ordained  that  the  horn  should  be 
blown  on  the  first  day  of  the  month  of  Elul 
every  year,  and  during  the  whole  month,  to 
warn  Israel  to  repent,  as  it  is  said,  '  Shall  a 
trumpet  be  blown  in  the  city,  and  the  people 
not  be  afraid?'  (Amos  iii.  6),  and  also  to 
confuse  Satan."  How  can  any  man  of  un- 
derstanding believe  that  a  law  teaching  sucli 
absurdity  is  from  God  ?  We  are  told  in  Ze- 
chariah  and  Job,  that  Satan  does  accuse  the 
people  of  God ;  but  how  can  any  one,  who 
has  been  taught  by  the  Word  of  God,  imagine 
that  Satan  is  to  be  deceived  by  blowing  the 
horn  at  a  wrong  time,  or  that  even  if  he 
did  not  accuse  at  all,  that  God  is  ignorant 
of  man's  sins,  or  that  he  v/ill  judge  unjustly 
unless  he  is  reminded  by  Satan  ?  In  ac- 
cusing  sinners,  Satan  gratifies  his  own  ma- 
lignity, but  his  accusation  is  not  wanted  at 
the  bar  of  God  to  convict  man  of  sin. 
When  men  appear  there  they  will  be  seen  as 
they  are.  All  their  transgressions  will  be  as 
visible  as  is  now  their  bodily  presence.  The 
eye  of  God  will  penetrate  every  secret  recess 
of  the  soul,  and  the  conscience  itself  will 
testify  and  condemn  the  impenitent.  It  is 
therefore  most  absurd  and  irrational  to  hope 
to  escape  by  confounding  the  accuser  ;  and 
it  is  to  us  serious  matter  of  astonishment  how 
such  an  absurdity  could  have  been  tolerated 
for  so  many  centuries,  and  how  a  people  of 
such  intellect  as  the  Jews  confessedly  are, 
should  remain  the  disciples  of  such  senseless 
superstition. 

But  the  Rabbles  expect  not  only  to  con- 
found Satan  by  blowing  the  horn  at  the 
wrong  time,  but  to  obtain  God's  mercy  by 
blowing  it  at  the  right  time.  Thus  we  arc 
told   in  Vaijikra  Rabbah — 

D^nm  cn'-'jS'  ^'jonoi  nDv»r)  "^ipi  'n  iTiDi  cam 
D^omb  ]nrr  mo  cn^bis?  iQim  r^rrb^  cnnoi 
!  'i-nirn  irmm  >r,D"'x 
"  At  the  hour  in  which  Israel  take  their 
horns,  and  sound  before  the  Holy  One, 
blessed  be  He,  He  rises  from  the  throne  of 
judgment  and  sits  on  the  throne  of  mercy, 
as  it  is  written,  '  The  Lord  with  the  sound 
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of  tlie  trumpet '  (Ps.  xlvii.  5) ;  and  he  i» 
filled  with  mercy  towards  them,  and  has  pity 
upon  them,  and  changes  the  attribute  of 
judgment  which  was  against  them  into  mercy. 
When  does  this  happen  ?  In  the  seventh 
month."  (Vaijikra  Rabbah,  sect,  29.)  This 
then  is  one  of  the  means  whereby  the  Rabbles 
try  to  quiet  a  guilty  conscience-  If  true,  it 
would  no  doubt  be  very  convenient  for  a 
man  v/ho  has  spent  the  year  in  iniquity, 
and  who  has  not  repented,  and  does  not  in- 
tend to  repent,  to  get  rid  of  all  his  sins  by 
blowing  a  horn  on  the  new  year,  and  thus 
turning  God's  wrath  into  mercy.  But  it  is 
a  statement  altogecher  opposed  to  the  Word 
of  God,  and  derogatory  to  his  character  for 
mercy  and  for  justice.  No  mere  ceremonial 
act  can  atone  for  sin,  neither  does  God  need 
the  blowing  of  a  horn  to  remind  him  of 
mercy.  To  suppose  that  such  a  miserable 
ceremony  can  stop  God  in  his  course  of  jus- 
tice, and  make  him  reverse  his  determina- 
tions, is  to  deprive  him  of  all  the  attributes 
of  Deity,  and  to  represent  him  as  exceeding 
in  imbecility  the  weakest  of  all  the  sons  of 
men  that  ever  occupied  the  judgment-seat. 
And  yet  this  most  absurd  and  unscriptural 
hope  is  not  merely  a  Rabbinic  legend,  or  an 
allegory,  but  is  in  the  prayers  of  the  syna- 
gogue gravely  inserted  as  a  devout  petition. 

»n^«  pb<n  'n';«i  o'Qu?n  'nb«  'mat-?  Tibsi  ^nbx 
bM^n  y\2:n  bi^Tf  ipj.^^  •'r^bii^  'pu'^'  '■nbi^  cmn.^ 
□mn'^m  D^'CDiipn  c^D^bon  ^b  wt:r\xD  «"n:m 
D^iiJiT  ciJDn  nmn^7©i  d^:?2^21  D^m\nD  0^20x2 

DTpin  nvn©  ni"i  bi^y^''  bv  p^nv^t  ^--ijin? 
^"•■o'^rfb  n^ionrr  ^ixdt)  bnnn  -|K";Qn  nxi  iDi^i 
n^i  Dnr^n^  P^"'n  n^wnbi  '^^tcd^  bxo  p^nvDi 
□noD  Dnp]i^  -\-2y^r(  bi'  d^dtooh  D^bii^n  Dnujn 
b^  tD':^rion  p7lZD^  b^^^mn  Q'''?n:in  c:*3«'?m 
"ji^'jDrt  n«i  "f-nn3  b<DD  ^^q"?  ^T^Tpr\  cbi-on  ^wpT\ 

cumn^bttJi  D^iQiiD  nnvnb  p"TiLV  '71-  n;"ir)Qn 
"jiinD  KDD  ^':^b^  r\'i^'^i:r^  '2D?  ii-ii'V''  nV'^r-nb 
d'3D'7  nr^b  D:3m  D^on-ii  bansD'  ^or  b^  vdr^m 
n'^ym  D^om  mm  y:2  nr-  :in2nm  |nn  rry^xor:) 
:  '^2^  fniD  «dd  '2^b  "i:wpn 
The  following  prayer  is  said  by  the  person 
who  sounds  the  cornet,  before  he  begins: — 
"  May  it  be  acceptable  in  thy  presence,  O 
Lord,  my  God,  and  the  God  of  my  fathers, 
the  God  of  heaven,  and  the  God  of  the  earth  ; 
the  God  of  Abraham,  the  God  of  Isaac,  and 
the  God  of  Jacob  ;  the  great  God,  mighty 
and  tremendous;  to  send  me  the  holy  and 
pure  angels,  who  are  faithful  ministers,  and 
faithful  in  their  message;  and  who  are  de- 
sirous and  willing  to  justify  Israel  ;  and  also 
the  great  angel  Patzpatziah,  who  is  appointed 
to  present  the  merits  of  Israel,  when  they  sound 
the  cornet  this  day  ;  and  likewise  the  great 
angel  Tashbash,  who  is  appointed  to  declare 


the  merits  of  Israel,  and  confound  Satan  with 
their  sound  of  the  cornet  ;  and  the  gnat 
princes,  who  are  appointed  over  the  cornet, 
Enkatham  and  Pastam  ;  and  the  great  angels, 
Hadarniel  and  Sandalphon,  who  are  appointed 
over  our  sounding,  who  introduce  our  sound- 
ing before  the  throne  of  thy  glory ;  and  also 
the  angel  Shamshiel,  who  is  appointed  over 
the  joyful  sound  ;  and  tbo  angel  Prasta,  who 
is  appointed  to  Kupcrintend  p"i"\i;p,  that  they 
may  all  be  expeditious  in  their  errand;  to 
introduce  our  soundings  before  the  veil,  and 
before  the  throne  of  thy  glory ;  and  mayest 
thou  be  filled  with  mercy  over  thy  people 
Israel ;  and  lead  us  within  the  temperate  line 
of  strict  justice  ;  and  conduct  thyself  towards 
thy  children,  with  the  attribute  of  mercy,  and 
suffer  our  soundings  to  ascend  before  the 
throne  of  thy  glory."  (Prayers  for  the  New 
Year,  p.  81.)  Here,  then,  we  have,  in  tlu; 
language  of  solemn  prayer,  the  very  same 
monstrous  doctrine,  that  the  sounding  of  the 
cornet  on  the  new  year  can  change  God's  de- 
terminations ;  and  we  have  it  in  even  a  more 
objectionable  form,  for  it  is  connected  with 
other  most  unscriptural  superstitions.  This 
prayer  asserts,  what  is  nowhere  found  in  holy 
Scripture,  that  there  is  a  certain  number  of 
angels  whose  express  ofiice  it  is  to  superin- 
tend the  blowing  of  the  horn,  and  to  hear  the 
soundings  thereof  before  the  throne  of  God, 
and  at  the  same  time  to  advocate  their  merits. 
In  the  first  place,  this  is  a  pure  invention,  and 
a  fond  superstition.  In  the  Word  of  Gcd, 
not  one  word  is  mentioned  of  any  thing  of  the 
kind.  We  should  be  sorry  to  treat  any  reli- 
gious tenet  of  any  people,  but  expecially  of 
the  Jews,  with  ridicule,  but  we  cannot  help 
asking  the  good  sense  of  every  reader,  whether 
the  representation  here  given  is  not  in  the 
highest  degree  ridiculous  ?  The  angels  are 
to  be  sent  down  from  heaven.  For  what  pur- 
pose ?  Is  it  to  warn  men  of  the  impending 
wrath  of  God,  or  to  announce  the  coming  re- 
demption of  Israel,  or  to  execute  God's  judg- 
ments? No,  but  to  attend  to  the  blowing  of 
a  ram's  horn,  and  to  carry  up  the  sounds 
before  the  throne  of  God,  that  they  may  turn 
his  attribute  of  judgment  into  that  of  mercy. 
Is  it  necessary,  then,  for  the  angels  to  inter- 
fere in  this  matter  ?  cannot  God  hear  the 
sounding  of  the  cornet,  unless  it  be  conveyed 
to  him  by  angels  ?  or  do  the  movings  of  his 
compassion  depend  upon  the  blowing  of  a 
cornet  ?  What  would  Elijah  have  said  to 
such  doctrine  as  this  ?  When  the  priests  of 
Baal  only  cried  aloud,  he  mocked  them,  and 
said,  "  Cry  aloud,  for  he  is  a  God  ;  either  he 
is  talking,  or  he  is  pursuing,  or  he  is  on  a 
journey,  or  perad venture  he  sleepeth,  and 
must  be  awaked."  (I  Kings  xviii.  27.)  And 
yet  the  priests  of  Baal  were  not  sounding  a 
cornet,  that  they  might  rouse  their  pretended 
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Deity  to  compassion.  If  we  bad  not  read  this 
prayer  witli  our  own  eyes,  we  could  scarcely 
have  believed  that  even  Rabbinism  itself  could 
have  fallen  into  such  manifest  absurdity.  But 
the  subject  is  far  too  grave  to  be  treated  with 
levity.  Upon  this  absurdity,  the  rabbies 
teach  Israel  to  rest  their  hope  of  salvation. 
Conscious  that  the  hope  of  justification  by 
merit  is  fallacious,  and  yet  unwilling  to  give 
up  what  is  so  palatable  to  the  pride  of  man, 
they  seek  about  to  find  something  that  will 
compensate  for  the  deficiency,  and  in  the 
eagerness  of  desperation  grasp  at  any  thing. 
The  trivial  ceremony  of  blowing  the  cornet 
was  therefore  turned  into  a  mystery,  and  a 
suitable  apparatus  of  angels  invented  to  meet 
the  apprehensions  of  the  superstitious  and 
unenlightened,  and  in  some  degree  to  take  off 
the  apparent  irrationality  of  believing  that  an 
act  so  insignificant  should  effect  a  change  so 
great  in  the  purposes  of  the  Almighty.  But 
whatever  was  the  motive  or  the  origin  of  this 
fable,  there  it  now  stands  in  the  prayers  of 
the  synagogue,  to  lead  the  ignorant  away 
from  the  true  means  of  justification,  and  the 
true  ideas  of  God's  justice  and  God's  judg- 
ment. Let  no  man  say  it  is  an  innocent 
error.  No  error  is  innocent.  Error  in  every 
form  is  pernicious ;  in  religion  it  is  deadly. 
And  the  most  mischievous  of  all  religious 
errors  are  those  which  confirm  men  in  the 
idea,  that  external  ceremonies  will  atone 
for  moral  delinquencies ;  and  this  is  pre- 
cisely the  tendency  of  the  fable  here  no- 
ticed. An  ignorant  and  superstitious  man, 
and  there  are  many  such  in  every  reli- 
gion, finds  in  his  Prayer-book  that  the 
blowing  of  the  cornet  can  change  the 
attribute  of  judgment  into  the  attribute  of 
mercy  ;  he  believes  it  to  be  true,  not 
only  because  of  the  book  where  he  finds 
it,  but  because  every  man  is  glad  to  hear  of 
a  way  of  acceptance,  which  will  save  the 
trouble  of  repentance  and  thorough  change 
of  heart  and  life.  He  therefore  perseveres 
through  the  year  in  the  practice  of  those 
things  which  his  heart  condemns,  trusting 
that  the  blowing  of  the  cornet  will  set  all 
Straight,  and  thus  he  goes  on  from  year  to 


year  until  death  overtake  him  hardened  and 
impenitent,  and  he  finds  too  late  at  the  bar 
of  God,  that  he  has  been  in  fatal  error.  Upon 
whom  then  will  the  guilt  of  such  person's 
destruction  be  charged  ?  Not  only  upon  those 
who  invented  the  falsehood,  but  on  those  also 
who  sanction  it,  who  leave  it  in  the  Prayer- 
book,  and  thus  practically  teach  the  people 
superstition.  Every  Jew  who  attends  the 
worship  of  the  synagogue  is  responsible  in  his 
station  and  calling,  for  the  error  and  falsehood 
which  its  prayers  propagate  amongst  the  peo- 
ple. But  at  all  events  every  person  who  disbe- 
lieves this  story  of  the  angels  carrying  up  the 
sounding  of  the  cornet,  must  grant  that  a  sys- 
tem teaching  such  a  method  of  salvation  is 
very  unsafe;  and  that,  as  it  grossly  errs  in 
this  one  article,  it  is  suspicious  in  all.  But 
besides  the  absurdity  of  this  doctrine,  we  must 
notice  its  inconsistency.  The  Prayer-book 
states  that  the  blowing  of  the  cornet  is  neces- 
sary to  the  procuring  of  pardon  ;  it  therefore 
implies  that  pardon  is  necessary,  and  therefore 
that  Israel  is  guilty ;  what,  then,  becomes  of 
merits  ?  If  Israel  can  be  justified  by  merits, 
the  blowing  of  the  cornet  is  superfluous  ;  for, 
in  that  case,  all  they  want  is  justice.  Where 
a  man  can  claim  salvation  because  of  all  his 
good  deeds,  he  need  not  fear  the  attribute  of 
righteousness,  y'\'n  niQ,  and  does  not  want  the 
attribute  of  mercy.  But  the  moment  that  he 
acknowledges  his  need  of  forgiveness,  he  con- 
confesses  that  he  has  no  merits.  If,  therefore, 
the  Prayer-book  be  right  in  acknowledging 
sin  and  praying  for  pardon,  the  oral  law  is 
wrong  in  teaching  justification  by  merits. 
One  contradicts  the  other,  and  therefore  they 
cannot  both  be  from  God ;  and  the  man  who 
believes  both  is  guilty  of  renouncing  his 
reason.  But  the  man  who  trusts  his  salvation 
to  a  system  so  inconsistent  with  itself,  is  ut- 
terly devoid  of  wisdom.  He  is  hazarding  his 
eternal  welfare  on  the  testimony  of  a  witness 
who  contradicts  himself;  who  says' at  one 
time,  that  a  man  can  be  saved  by  his  merits, 
and  at  another  time  that  he  has  no  merits 
that  can  stand  the  scrutiny  of  God's  righteous 
judgment. 
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The  doctrine  of  justification  by  merits  is 
agreeable,  and  seems  very  reasonable,  so  long 
as  a  man  can  theorise,  that  is,  so  long  as 
he  is  not  in  earnest.  But  so  soon  as  the  pros- 
pect of  death,  or  any  other  similar  circum- 
stance, compels  him  to  realise  the  act  of  divine 
judgment  upon  himself,  it  loses  all  its  beauty 
and  plausibility  ;  the  conscience  is  unsatisfied 
by  its  consolations,  and  reason  pronounces 
that  the  hope  built  on  merits  is  insecure.  A 
solemn  and  earnest  review  of  our  past  years 
soon  convinces,  that  our  good  deeds  are  but 
few,  that  our  best  deeds  are  defiled  by  mixed 
motives  ;  and,  above  all,  that  the  love  of  God 
has  not  been  the  heart's  dominant  principle, 
and  that,  therefore,  some  other  mode  of  justi- 
fication is  absolutely  necessary.  The  truth 
of  this  statement  is  confirmed  by  the  incon- 
sistency of  the  oral  Jaw  with  itself.  The  great 
principle  of  the  oral  law  is,  that  the  observ- 
ance of  any  one  of  ils  commands,  purchases  a 
certain  quantity  of  merit,  and  that  an  accu- 
mulation of  these  merits  will,  at  last,  con- 
stitute a  sufficiency  ;  but  when  the  solemn 
season  of  the  New  Year  and  the  Day  of 
Atonement  arrives,  this  sufficiency  is  found 
to  be  insufficient,  and  the  alarmed  conscience 
eagerly  looks  round  to  find  something,  that 
may  compensate  for  the  deficiency  of  merit. 
We  have  already  noticed  some  of  the  rabbinic 
inventions  for  this  purpose,  and  now  proceed  to 
consider  another,  and  that  is,  the  rnerit  of  their 
progenitors.  One  of  the  main  props  of  rab- 
binic hope  is  the  righteousness  of  their  fore- 
fathers, as  may  be  seen  almost  on  every  page 
of  the  Jewish  Prayer-book,  and  as  is  apparent 
in  the  following  extracts  : — 

T©x  Dn!j:2  |Dn  :  mpxD  «bT  m-n«D  nnbffi'  mpiriDD 

pn:^n  •  dv  nn  npDrr©  m-ipy  ^V>n"i  •  Drns  ^b)^r^ 

:  DV^  I'bn^n  cnpi::?! 

"  She  who  was  sorrowful  when  barren,  was 
made  to  rejoice  v/ith  good  tidings  when  ninety 
years  of  age ;  she  then  sent  forth  shoots  that 
failed  not.  Regard  the  merit  of  your  an- 
cestors who  were  born  on  this  day,  and  the 
three  barren  ones,  who  were  visited  on  this 
day :  justify,  through  their  righteousness, 
those  who  hope  in  thee,  O  Thou,  who  art  tre- 
mendous." (Levi's  Prayer  for  the  New 
Year,  p.  6'..) 

And  again — 
•  mp\r)'?  Din"?  b'D  vn>«n  •  rn"ip°  dv  Vn  n« 


■]im  mpi  -iin^^D  •  i^^^in  -n:?  na^non  cv  •  n!i^n 
nD  DvrTD  ins^    :  n:jnon  bD  vb$  nn^?   •  i!jn: 

n^niD  ii^'^iD  :  nDTurr  \l\^-i  nn  v:i:b  "d^^j  •  n^'oiu)'? 
i^"m>  Diin  b^p  •  nm  dd  ':d  nn:-^  •  cv  nn 
n^'jj?  D^iii-MJ  :  cviD  ^^isob  i'-nnb  C'\DT^^  •  cvnD 
noinn  •  mpt:'?  n^rhi  pn'^i  cu«vi?  •  mpcnb  ni 

"  The  fearful  day  of  visitation  is  come,  its 
dread  goads  all  flesh  ;  they  present  themselves 
with  bended  knees;  O  may  their  repentance 
be  accounted  as  a  burnt-offering.  Thou  who 
hast  formed  them  judgest  all  their  thoughts  : 
the  rich  and  poor  are  all  weighed  in  the 
balance;  remember  the  merit  of  him  who 
said,  'Shall  he  not  do  justice?'  O,  re- 
member the  tenor  of  his  prayer  in  judgment. 
Ere  ought  was  created,  didst  thou  purpose 
to  ordain  him  the  rock  from  whence  the  nation 
was  to  spring ;  he  was  as  the  centre,  the  sup- 
port of  all  creatures.  His  wife  was  on  this 
day  endued  with  youth,  to  cause  the  branch  to 
put  forth  at  ninety  years  of  age  ;  she  was 
appointed  as  a  sign  to  those  who  are  likened 
to  the  rose,  who  are  to  pass  before  thee  in 
judgment  on  this  New  Year's-day.  Her  pos- 
terity tremble  this  day,  when  they  stand  before 
thy  terrible  throne  ;  they  utter  the  voice  of 
prayer  this  day ;  they  assemble  to  sound  the 
cornet,  that  they  may  obtain  redemption. 
They  depend  on  her  merit  to  be  visited  like 
her ;  their  assemblies  cry  aloud  and  hasten  to 
enter  into  thy  doors.  They  depend  on  the 
ashes  of  him  who  was  bound  as  a  lamb,* 
with  whom  she  was  visited  in  the  month 
Tishri."  (Ibid.,  p.  57.)  The  offering  of 
Isaac  is  regarded  as  particularly  meritorious, 
and  constantly  urged  as  a  plea  for  merit. 
Thus— 

m^an  ^13  bi'  "ni!?rr  'pr\'2''  b'^  •ncxi  "j^nom 
_ :  \:n'2''  bv  umb  nvrr  impi'-  ^:b  -nnn 

"  Attentively  view  the  ashes  of  Isaac, 
heaped  upon  the  altar;  f  and  remember  this 
day  unto  his  seed,  his  being  bound  on  the 
altar."  (Ibid.,  p.  81.)     And  again — 

:  inn  i«  I'ijvm  Dra  D^nTomo  •  invoi  rrr- 
"  They  depend  on  the  righteousness  of  the 


t  "  Alluding  to  Isaac's  being  bound  ;  and  thus 
considered  as  if  he  had  been  offered,  and  his  body 
burnt  to  ashes  on  the  altar."    (Levi's  note.) 
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first  patriarch,  and  rest  on  the  merit  of  the  j 
only  peculiar  Son,  and  are  secure  in  the  per- 
fection and  rectitude   of    the   fatlier    of  the 
ration."  (Ibid.,  p.  105.) 

These  passages  show  plainly  that,  after  all, 
the  rabbies  felt  their  own  doctrine  of  justifica- 
tion by  merits  very  unsafe  ground  on  which 
to  build  their  hope  of  salvation  ;  and  that  they 
were  glad  to  flee  to  merits  more  adequate, 
which  they  hoped  to  find  in  the  righteousness 
of  their  ancestors.  The  modern  Jews,  who 
still  adopt  these  prayers,  profess  to  entertain 
the  same  hope,  and  we  therefore  proceed  to 
inquire,  whether  it  be  built  on  a  better  foun- 
dation than  that  which  they  are  compelled  to 
relinquish.  We  think  that  it  is  not ;  for,  in 
the  first  place,  the  saints  of  old,  Abraham, 
Isaac,  and  Jacob,  though  we  revere  them  as 
pious  and  holy  men,  were  after  all  only  sinful 
men  like  ourselves.  They  did  not,  and  could 
not,  save  themselves  by  their  own  righteous- 
ness, and  if  they  did  not  save  themselves,  it  is 
folly  to  think  that  they  can  save  us.  Abra- 
ham, though  by  the  grace  of  God  the  father 
of  the  faithful,  was  yet  in  himself  so  weak 
in  faiih,  and  so  distrustful  of  the  goodness  and 
mercy  of  God,  as  to  endeavour  to  save  himself 
from  the  Egyptians  by  means  of  a  deliberate 
falsehood.  Sarah  had  so  little  faith  as  to 
laugh  within  herself  at  the  promise  of  God, 
and  then  to  defend  herself  by  a  lie.  Isaac 
was  guilty  of  similar  conduct,  and  Jacob's  sin 
in  deceiving  his  brother  plainly  shows,  that  he 
also  was  a  jioor  sinful  creature.  Where  then 
are  their  superabundant  merits,  whereby  they 
are  to  justify  all  their  posterity  ?  The  Word 
of  God  says  expressly, — 

"  No  man  can  by  any  means  redeem  his 
brother,  nor  give  to  God  a  ransom  for  him." 
(Ps.  xlix.  8.)  How  then  are  these  three  men 
to  redeem  all  their  posterity?  If  they  have 
got  merits  sufficient  to  compensate  for  the  un- 
righteousness of  their  children,  then  they  have 
a  ransom ;  and  then  the  Word  of  God,  which 
says  that  no  man  has  a  ransom,  is  not  true. 
But  if  the  words  of  the  Psalm  be  true,  and  he 
is  no  Jew  who  thinks  them  false,  then  the 
patriarchs  have  no  superabundant  merits,  and 
no  ransom  to  offer  for  their  children,  and  then 
the  hope  built  on  their  righteousness  is  deceit- 
ful, and  those  that  lean  on  it  will  find  them- 
selves mistaken  in  the  hour  of  judgment. 
Nay,  more,  they  will  find  themselves  accursed 
for  departing  from  the  Lord.  He  that  trusts 
in  the  righteousness  of  Abraham,  Isaac,  and 
Jacob,  to  deliver  him  from  the  wrath  to  come, 
is  evidently  trusting  in  man,  and  making  flesh 
his  arm.  If  the  merits  of  the  patriarchs  can 
save  their  children  from  the  wrath  of  God, 
then  God  is  not  the  Saviour  of  Israel,  but  the 
patriarchs  are  Israel's  redeemers,  and  poor 
mortal  men  are  their  hope  and  their  trust : 
but  the  Prophet  says, — 


pi  "irm  "I'w^n  a-i"'"!  dik2  ri:iy  -i^"«  i3;n  -n\s? 
:  in"?  -nD--  mn^ 
"  Cursed  be  the  man  that  trusteth  in  man, 
and  maketh  flesh  his  arm,  and  whose  heart 
departeth  from  the  Lord."  (Jer.  xvii.  5.)  So 
far,  then,  from  being  secure  by  trusting  in  the 
righteousness  of  Abraham,  Isaac,  and  Jacob, 
this  trust  increases  the  sinner's  guilt,  and  draws 
down  upon  him  a  double  curse.  But  it  has 
pleased  God  himself  to  argue  this  question  at 
large  with  the  Jews,  to  suppose  the  case  of  a 
righteous  father  who  has  an  unrighteous  son, 
and  to  declare  that  the  son  cannot  be  saved  by 
the  righteousness  of  the  father.  In  the  Pro- 
phet Ezekiel,  God  says,    "  If  a  man  be  just, 

and  do  that  which  is  lawful  and  right 

he  is  just,  he  shall  surely  live,  saith  the  Lord 
God.  If  he  beget  a  son  that  is  a  robber,  a 
shedder  of  blood,  and  that  doeth  the  like  to 
any  of  these  things,  and  that  doeth  not  any  of 
those  duties,  but  even  hath  eaten  upon  the 
mountains,  and  defiled  his  neighbour's  wife, 
hath  oppressed  the  poor  and  needy,  hath 
spoiled  by  violence,  hath  not  restored  the 
pledge,  and  hath  lifted  up  his  eyes  to  the  idols, 
hath  committed  abomination,  hath  given  forth 
upon  usury,  and  hath  taken  Increase :  shall  he 
then  live  ?  he  shall  not  live  :  he  hath  done  all 
these  abominations ;  he  shall  surely  die ;  his 
blood  shall  be  upon  him."  (Ezek.  xviii.  5 — 
13.)  Here  God  sets  the  matter  at  rest,  and 
decides  that  the  righteousness  of  a  father  is  of 
no  use  to  an  unrighteous  son,  and  cannot  de- 
liver him  from  the  punishment  due  to  his  evil 
deeds.  The  doctrine,  then,  of  justification  by 
the  merits  of  ancestors,  is  directly  opposed  to 
the  plain  declaration  of  God  himself,  and, 
therefore,  in  this  case  also  the  Jewish  Prayers 
and  the  oral  law  teach  error,  and  seduce  the 
Jews  to  their  everlasting  destruction,  by  teach- 
ing them  to  trust  in  that  which  can  do  tliem 
no  good.  It  is  an  awful  and  melancholy 
spectacle  to  see  God's  ancient  people  thus  mis- 
led. At  this  season  of  the  year,  the  devout 
amongst  them  endeavour  to  turn  to  God,  fast 
and  pray,  and  yet  neither  the  one  nor  the  other 
is  accepted,  because  they  put  their  trust  in  the 
merits  of  men,  and  their  heart  is  turned  away 
from  God  their  Saviour.  The  prayers  of  the 
Synagogue,  instead  of  drawing  down  a  bless- 
ing, only  help  to  accumulate  wrath,  by  se- 
ducing them  from  the  Redeemer  of  Israel  to 
refuges  of  lies.  And  hence  it  happens  that  all 
thi  fasts  and  the  prayers  of  Israel  for  these 
seventeen  centuries  have  been  disregarded  by 
God,  and  that  Israel  still  continues  in  captivity. 
But  as  every  lie  and  every  error  is  built  upon 
some  truth  as  its  foundation,  it  will  be  well  to 
inquire  what  truth  it  was  that  gave  rise  to  this 
error  of  justification  by  the  merits  of  ances- 
tors? The  principle  is,  that  the  guilty  may 
be  saved  by  the  merits  of  another  person^  who 
is  righteous :  how,  then,  did  this  principle 
become  current  among  the  Jews  ?    It  was  cer- 
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taiiily  not  the  invention  of  human  reason,  for 
reason  can  discover  no  necessary  connexion 
between  the  merits  of  one  righteous  man  and 
the  pardon  of  another  who  is  guilty.  The 
principle  does  not  hold  in  the  ordinary  judicial 
proceedings  of  this  world  :  a  robber  or  a  mur- 
derer is  not  and  cannot  be  pardoned  because 
another  member  of  the  community,  or  of  his 
family,  is  a  good  and  righteous  man.  We 
must  therefore  look  elsewhere  for  the  origin  of 
the  principle,  and  we  find  it  in  the  revealed 
will  of  God.  We  see  it  in  the  appointment 
of  sacrifice  and  atonement,  according  to  which 
a  guilty  man  was  pardoned  by  the  suffering 
of  an  innocent  animal.  Here  is  at  once  the 
principle  of  substitution  of  the  innocent  for  the 
guilty ;  and  human  reason,  when  it  once  has 
the  substratum,  can  easily  proceed  to  erect  the 
superstructure.  In  the  present  case  it  nalur- 
ally  argued,  if  the  death  of  one  of  the  brute 
creation  could  effect  so  much,  how  much  more 
would  the  merits  of  a  righteous  man  avail,  if 
such  an  one  could  be  found  ?  The  error,  then, 
is  not  in  the  principle,  but  in  its  application. 
According  to  the  Scripture,  it  is  true  that  the 
innocent  may  be  substituted  for  the  guilty ; 
but  the  rabbles  were  wrong  in  applying  this 
truth  to  the  case  of  Abraham,  Isaac,  Jacob, 
and  other  men,  who  were  only  sinners  as  them- 
selves. The  Word  of  God,  which  gave  the 
principle,  also  directs  us  to  the  right  applica- 
tion. It  tells  us  of  one  for  whose  righteous- 
ness' sake  the  I^ord  will  forgive  sin. 
;  Tn«''i  n-nn  Vnr  ipi^  ]i"o)  y>:n  mn^ 
"  The  Lord  is  well  pleased  for  his  righteous- 
ness' sake  ;  he  will  magnify  the  law  and  make 
it  honourable."  (Isaiah  xlii.  21.)  Who, 
then,  is  this  person  ?  The  preceding  verses 
tell  us  that  it  is  the  servant  of  the  Lord. 
Who,  then,  is  the  servant  of  the  Lord  ? 
Kimchi  says,  on  this  verse,  that  the  servant  of 
the  Lord  is  the  prophet;  but  this  cannot  pos- 
sibly be  true,  for  the  prophet  was  not  righte- 
ous, but  a  sinner,  as  he  himself  tells  us  in  the 
sixth  chapter — "  I  am  a  man  of  unclean  lips." 
The  servant  mentioned  in  the  nineteenth  verse 
is  the  same  person  as  he  who  is  called  "  My 
servant"  in  the  first  verse  of  the  chapter — 
"  Behold  my  servant,  whom  I  uphold,  mine 
elect,  in  whom  my  soul  delighteih:  I  have 
put  my  Spirit  upon  him  :  he  shall  bring  forth 
judgment  to  the  Gentiles."  But  here  Kim'chi 
says, — 

"  This  is  the  King  Messiah,  as  we  have  in- 
terpreted." If  then,  in  the  first  verse,  "  The 
servant  of  the  Lord"  means  the  Messiah,  it 
must  mean  the  same  through  the  chapter,  and 
the  Messiah  is  the  person  for  whose  righteous- 
ness' sake  the  Lord  is  well  pleased. 

This  same  prophet  tells  us  again,  concerning 
this  servant, — 
Sin  Dn"i2Wi   n'r\b  nny  pni?  p'ln'   inm 


"  By  bis  knowledge  shall  my  righteous 
servant  justify  many ;  for  he  shall  bear  their 
iniquities."  (Isa.  liii.  11.)  That  tlie  Messiah 
is  here  intended  no  Jew  can  doubt,  who  uses 
the  Synagogue  prayers ;  for  on  the  day  of 
atonement  and  at  the  Passover  this  chap- 
ter is  applied  to  him.*  Here,  then,  it  is  ex- 
pressly stated,  that  the  IMessiah,  by  his  righ- 
teousness, shall  justify  the  guilty.  And, 
therefore,  the  prophet  calls  the  Messiah 
^:lpl^2  mrf  "  The  Lord  our  Righteous- 
ness." (Jer.  xxiii.  G.)  That  the  Messiah 
is  here  intended  there  can  be  no  doubt,  for  he 
is  described  as  "  the  righteous  branch  "  of 
David,  and  thus  all  the  commentators  explain 
it.  In  these  three  passages,  then,  of  the 
Word  of  God,  sinners  are  pointed  to  the  Mes- 
siah as  their  hope  and  their  righteousness. 
He  is  God's  righteous  servant,  and  his  suffer- 
ings and  his  merits  are  all-sufficient  to  do 
that  which  Abraham,  Isaac,  and  Jacob  cannot 
do.  The  great  mistake  of  the  oral  law  is  to 
point  to  wrong  persons,  who  have  no  righte- 
ousness, and  almost  totally  to  pass  by  Him 
whom  God  hath  set  forth  as  the  hope  of 
sinners.  But  it  may  here  be  asked,  if  Mes- 
siah be  a  man,  how  can  he  have  merits  more 
than  Abraham,  or  any  other  of  the  children  of 
Adam  ?  The  answer  is,  that  though  very 
man,  he  is  not  a  sinful  man  as  we  are,  neither 
is  he  a  mere  man.  If  he  were  a  man  like  us, 
he  could  have  no  merits,  and  therefore  could 
not  justify  us  any  more  than  we  could  jus- 
tify him.  The  declaration,  therefore,  that  he 
is  the  Lord's  righteous  servant,  and  that  he 
is  appointed  for  the  justification  of  sinners,  ne- 
cessarily implies  that  he  is  more  than  a  man, 
and  the  title  given  him  by  the  Prophet  Jere- 
miah puts  this  beyond  doubt.  Jeremiah  calls 
him  by  the  incommunicable  name  of  God 
mn"",  concerning  which  God  himself  says — 
:  p«  ^i"?  "in«b  n"ii3i  ^q©  i^irr  mrr  >:« 
"  I  am  the  Lord  :  that  is  my  name,  and  m  y 
glory  will  I  not  give  to  another."  (Isai.  xlii. 
8.)  If  then  mn^  be  the  name  of  God,  then 
that  Being  who  is  called  by  that  holy  name 
must  be  God.  Some  of  the  modern  rabbies 
reply,  that  this  holy  name  is  also  given  to  the 
city  of  Jerusalem,  both  by  Jeremiah  and  Eze- 
kiel.  But  even  if  we  admit  this,  still  this  is 
iftqjIpPPW^o  our  argument.  There  is  no  fear 
that  a  city  which,  however  great  or  noble,  is 
only  a  mass  of  stones  and  mortar,  should  be 
mistaken  for  the  living  God,  the  Creator  of 
the  Universe.  When,  therefore,  the  name  of 
God  is  attributed  to  the  city,  God's  honour  is 
not  given  to  it.  But  when  we  are  told  of  the 
Messiah,  first  that  he  is  righteous,  secondly 
that  his  righteousness  is  so  great  as  to  justify 
the  guilty,  and  lastly  that  his  name  is  mn"-, 
"  The  Lord  our  Righteousness;"  that  is, 

*  See  the  Machsor  for  the  Day  of  Atonement,  in 
•n^lUNIl  ''JCbo    Wj    and   for  the  Passover,  in  nil 
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when  we  see  that  the  attributes  and  the  name 
of  God  are  attributed  to  him,  then  we  must 
conchide  either  that  he  is  God,  or  that  God 
has  done  what  he  has  declared  that  he  would 
not  do,  and  given  his  honour  to  another. 
Righteousness  is  the  attribute  of  God  alone, 
and  so  Daniel  says — 
:  mn  dvd  q^jd  riM^i  ^:b^  r]p-]'2rt  '21^^  '^b 
•'•  O  Lord,  righteousness  belongeth  unto  thee, 
but  unto  us  confusion  of  faces,  as  at  this  day." 
(Dan.  ix.  70  But,  in  the  above  passages, 
righteousness  is  said  to  belong  to  the  Messiah, 
and  that  in  such  an  immeasurable  degree  as  to 
be  sufficient  to  justify  the  guilty  sons  of  men  ; 
if  then  he  have  this  attribute  of  God,  he  must 
also  have  the  nature  of  God.  Again,  an- 
other prophet  says,  tlsat  of  God  men  will  say 
that  they  liave  righteousness  in  him — 

*'  Surely  shall  one  say,  in  the  Lord  have  I 
righteousness  and  strength."  (Isa.  xlv.  24.) 
And  again — 

:  ba-^xD'  m  b'D  i'?bnn^T  ipi!?^  mn^i 

"  In  the  Lord  shall  all  the  seed  of  Israel  be 
justified,  and  shall  glory."  Here  it  is  said 
that  God  is  our  righteousness,  and  that  in  Him 
we  shall  be  justified ;  but  in  the  passages 
quoted  above,  it  is  said  that  Messiah  is  our 
Righteousness,  and  that  in  Him  we  shall  be 
justified  ;  the  person  then  intended  in  these 
diflferent  passages  must  be  one  and  identical. 
Thus  the  difficulties  are  all  removed,  and  we 
have  one  in  whose  righteousness  we  may 
safely  trust,  without  making  ourselves  liable 
to  the  curse  denounced  against  those  who  put 
their  trust  in  sinful  men.  This  is  the  Chris- 
tian's hope.  Many  Jews  think,  and  speak 
and  argue  too,  as  if  Christians  had  departed 
from  the  living  God  and  put  their  trust  in  a 
man  ;  but  that  of  which  they  accuse  us,  they 
have  done  themselves.  We  have  not  de- 
parted  from  the  living  God.  Our  hope  and 
trust  and  confidence  is  in  ^2p^l^2  mn>.  The 
Lorij  our  Righteousness.  You  have  de- 
parted from  the  liOrd,  for  in  your  prayers  you 
say  that  your  hope  and  trust  is  in  the  merits  of 
sinful  men.  Our  confidence  is  based  upon 
the  Word  of  God,  and  your  hope  is  taught 
you  by  the  rabbles,  who  are  fallible  men. 
Your  doctrine  is  the  doctrine  of  men,  and 
your  hope  is  in  the  merits  of  men.  You  have, 
therefore,  doubly  departed  from  God,  both 
from  his  word  and  his  righteousness.  Our 
desire  is  that  you  would  return  to  Him,  not  to 
us, — to  his  word,  and  not  to  ours.  You  have 
no  merits  more  than  we  have.  Your  forefa- 
thers have  no  more  than  either  of  us,  and  the 
blowing  of  a  ram's  horn  is  but  a  poor  founda- 
tion on  which  to  build  our  hope  of  salvation  ; 
and  yet  these  are  the  things  on  which  your 


rabbles  have  taught  you  to  depend.  Ex.miine 
your  prayers,  and  compare  them  with  the 
Word  of  God,  and  you  will  find,  that  as  long 
as  the  Jewish  nation  continues  to  ofi'er  such 
petitions,  their  cry  cannot  be  heard  ;  and  that 
if  they  wish  for  salvation,  they  umst  forsake 
their  arm  of  flesh,  and  return  to  Him  who 
was  the  hope  of  their  fathers. 

It  was  not  by  his  own  merits,  nor  the  merits 
of  his  forefathers,  nor  by  any  ceremonial  ob- 
servance, that  Abraham  was  justified,  but  by 
faith  in  the  Lord,  nin%  as  it  is  written, — 
:  r>])'^-2  ^b  nntDnn  mrt^n  ^-at^m 

"  And  he  believed  in  the  Lord,  and  it  was 
counted  to  him  for  righteousness."  (Gen.  xv. 
6.)  David  the  King  did  not  expect  to  be  for- 
given and  justified  on  account  of  Abraham's 
or  his  other  ancestors'  merits  ;  neither  did  he 
say,  Blessed  is  the  man  who  puts  his  trust  in 
the  righteousness  of  the  patriarchs,  but 
a-i^n^  ^^'^  □!«  n'©«  :  rti^'^nn  'ids  i^v^  ^iin:  n-CDi-? 

"  Blessed  is  he  whose  transgression  is  for- 
given,  whose  sin  is  covered.  Blessed  is  the 
man  unto  whom  the  Lord  imputeth  not  ini- 
quity, and  in  whose  spirit  there  is  no  guile.'* 
(Ps.  xxxii.  1.)  Every  one,  then,  who  desires 
to  have  this  blessing,  must  renounce  all  pre- 
tensions to  merit,  and  acknowledge  himself  a 
sinner  needing  forgiveness;  and  for  this  for- 
giveness he  must  look  not  to  anything  that 
man  has  done,  or  can  do,  but  to  the  mercy  of 
God  in  passing  by  transgression  and  sin. 
And  therefore  the  Prophet  Habakkuk  lays  it 
down  as  a  general  rule — 

"  The  just  shall  live  by  his  faith."  (Ha- 
bak.  ii.  4.)  This  is  the  scriptural  mode  of 
justification,  and  this  the  hope  of  Abraham, 
David,  and  Habakkuk.  Will  the  Jews,  then, 
cast  in  their  lot  with  their  father  Abraham, 
and  trust  to  that  way  of  justification  in  which 
he  walked  ?  or  will  they  refuse  to  be  justi- 
fied as  he  was,  and  still  persist  in  following 
the  inventions  of  men,  which  are  not  even 
consistent  with  themselves  ?  If  the  oral  law 
pointed  out  one  way  of  justification,  and  then 
consistently  adhered  to  it,  there  would  at  least 
be  an  appearance  of  reason  in  following  its 
directions.  But  it  points  out  two  ways  as 
opposite  as  east  and  west.  It  says  a  man  may 
be  justified  by  his  own  merits,  and  then  it  tells 
him  he  is  to  be  justified  by  the  merits  of  an- 
other. Both  cannot  possibly  be  true.  It  is 
the  duty,  then,  of  every  man  earnestly  to  in- 
quire which  is  the  true  way  of  salvation,  and 
to  decide,  whether  he  is  to  be  saved  by  his 
own  merits,  or  the  merits  of  his  forefathers,  or 
the  merits  of  "  The  Lord  our  Righte- 
ousness." 
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The  law  and  the  prophets  both  abound 
with  plain  declarations  entirely  subversive  of 
the  Rabbinic  doctrine  of  human  merit.  But 
it  has  pleased  God,  besides  these  plain  and 
repeated  declarations,  to  ordain  a  public  and 
solemn  act  to  instruct  even  the  most  ignorant, 
and  to  convince  the  most  obstinate,  that  by 
human  merit  there  is  no  salvation.  He  com- 
manded that,  once  every  year,  an  atonement 
should  be  made  by  the  high-priest,  for  him- 
self, and  for  all  the  people  of  every  class  and 
degree. 

''  And  he  shall  make  an  atonement  for  the 
holy  sanctuary,  and  he  shall  make  an  atone- 
ment for  the  tabernacle  of  the  congregation, 
and  for  the  altar ;  and  he  shall  make  an  atone- 
ment for  the  priests,  and  for  all  the  people  of 
the  congregation."  (Levit,  xvi.  .33.)  Now, 
this  ordinance  implies,  that  all  Israel,  the 
high-priest,  the  priests,  and  the  people,  are  all 
sinners,  all  need  an  atonement ;  and,  there- 
fore, utterly  annihilates  all  idea  of  justification 
by  merits.  If  Israel  could  have  been  justi- 
fied either  by  their  own  merits,  or  by  the 
merits  of  their  forefathers,  the  solemn  act  of 
annual  atonement  "would  have  been  super- 
fluous. But  if  this  atonement  be  necessary, 
— and  if  it  were  not,  why  did  God  appoint  it 
— then  there  is  no  room  for  the  assertion  of 
human  merits.  But  the  truth  is,  as  we  have 
already  seen,  that  the  rabbles  felt  that  their 
doctrine  was  insufficient  to  quiet  the  awakened 
conscience,  and  gladly  fled  to  any  refuge  that 
they  could  discover ;  it  is  no  wonder  then  that 
they  have  clung  with  uncommon  tenacity  to  the 
shadow  of  that  hope  that  was  held  out  in  the 
law  of  Moses.  In  spite  of  their  doctrine  of 
merit,  they  are  glad  to  have  even  the  appear- 
ance of  a  day  of  atonement  to  reconcile  them 
to  the  Almighty.  It  is  true  they  have  no 
high -priest  and  no  sacrifice,  yet  so  convinced 
are  they  of  the  need  of  an  atonement,  that 
rather  than  confess  that  they  have  absolutely 
none,  they  teach  that  repentance  and  the  day 
itself  will  atone  for  all  sin. 

nira  ^r!  ]'^^  D"p  •^Diip'orf  nn  I's*^  mn  ]nn 

i-cin  ViT^-y  -raN2t?  ir'^uiQ  m  dim;  ^b  ]n^D";n  ]\s) 
'iCD''  mn  nva  ^3  tj.^:^^  c^a-r?  -tDD^D  cmcDrr 


"  At  this  time,  when  there  is  no  temple, 
and  we  have  no  altar,  there  is  no  atonement  but 
repentance.  Kepentance  atones  for  all  trans- 
gressions, yea,  though  a  man  be  wicked  all 
his  days,  and  repent  at  last,  none  of  his 
wickedness  is  mentioned  to  him,  for  it  is  said, 
'  As  for  the  wickedness  of  the  wicked,  he 
shall  not  fall  thereby,  in  the  day  that  he 
turneth  from  his  wickedness.'  (Ezek.  xxxiii. 
12.)  The  day  of  atonement  itself  also  atones 
for  them  that  repent,  for  it  is  said,  '  For  on 
that  day  he  shall  make  an  atonement  for  -,  c",' 
Lev.  xvi.  30."  (Hilchoth  T'shuvah,  c.  i.  2.) 
This  is  the  last  refuge  of  Jewish  hope,  and 
we,  therefore,  propose  to  consider,  whether  it 
is  a  refuge  on  which  a  reasonable  man  may 
hazard  his  hope  of  salvation  ?  No  man  of 
sense  would  hazard  his  life  or  liis  property 
upon  a  statement,  of  which  one  part  contra- 
dicted the  other  ;  and  such  is  the  statement 
which  we  have  just  read.  It  first  tells  us,  that 
in  this  present  time  "■  There  is  no  atonement 
but  repentance,"  and  that  ''  Repentance 
atones  for  all  transgressions,"  and  yet,  imme- 
diately after,  it  adds,  that  "  The  day  of 
atonement  itself  atones  for  them  that  repent." 
Now  the  latter  assertion  contradicts  the  former. 
If  the  day  of  atonement,  as  is  here  asserted, 
be  necessary  to  atone  for  the  penitent,  then  it 
is  not  true,  that  repentance  atones  for  all  sins. 
But  if  repentance  atone  for  all  sins,  then  when 
a  man  repents,  his  sins  arc  forgiven,  and  then 
the  day  of  atonement  is  not  necessary.  There 
is  here,  therefore,  a  palpable  contradiction, 
and  it  cannot  be  safe  to  trust  to  a  hope  at 
variance  with  itself.  But,  secondly,  as  the 
two  parts  of  which  this  statement  is  composed, 
contradict  each  other,  so  each  of  them  is  con- 
trary to  the  law  of  ]\Ioses.  The  first  of  them 
is,  that  "  Repentance  atones  for  all  trans- 
gressions ;  "  but  if  so,  then  the  atonement 
prescribed  by  Moses  is  useless,  in  fact,  it  is 
no  atonement  at  all.  Moses  says,  that  the 
two  goats  were  appointed  by  God  for  the 
atonement,  but  here  it  is  said,  that  repent- 
ance is,  in  itself,  sufficient.  If  this  be  true, 
if  repentance  can  now  atone  for  sins,  without 
any  sacrifice,  why  did  Moses  appoint  cuch  an 
useless,  and  even  cruel  rite,  as  the  taking 
away  the  lives  of  poor  innocent  animals  ?  If 
repentance  be  sufficient  now,  it  was  sufficient 
always,  and  then  it  follows,  that  God  com- 
manded what  was  useless.  But  if  the  appoint- 
ment, the  slaying  of  one  goat^  and  the  sending 
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ihc  other,  laden  with  the  sins  of  the  people, 
into  the  wilderness,  was  necessary  formerly  to 
procure  forgiveness  of  sins,  it  must  be  equally 
necessary  now  :  unless  the  rabbies  will  take 
upon  them  to  assert,  that  God  is  an  arbitrary 
and  changeable  master,  who,  to  forgive  sins, 
at  one  time  requires,  what  at  another  time  he 
does  not  require.  That  the  slaying  of  one  goat, 
and  the  sending  away  of  the  other  was  once 
absolutely  necessary,  no  man  can  deny. 
JMoses  prescribes  it  so  plainly,  that  if  there 
be  one  thing  more  plain  than  another,  it  is 
this,  that  when  the  Jews  were  in  their  own 
land,  repentance  was  not  a  sufficient  atone- 
ment for  sins.  Indeed,  Rambam  himself 
says, 

rrajj?  vd  na  "^n^  •  niTcn  n^r*©  Kim  n^jntuT^n 

"  The  goat  that  was  sent  away  atoned  for 
all  the  transgressions  mentioned  in  the  law, 
whether  light  or  grave.  Whether  a  man 
transgressed  presumptuously  or  ignorantly, 
consciously  or  inconsciously,  all  was  atoned 
for  by  the  goat  that  was  sent  away,  if  a  man 
repented.  But  if  a  man  did  not  repent,  then 
the  goat  atoned  only  for  the  light  offences." 
(Hilchoih  T'shuvah,  ibid.)  We  do  not 
agree  with  the  whole  of  this  doctrine,  but  we 
cite  it  to  show,  that  formerly  repentance  was 
not  ?.  sufficient  atonement  for  sins,  but  that 
besides  repentance,  the  goat,  as  appointed  by 
God,  was  also  necessary.  And  we  infer, 
that  as  an  atonement,  besides  repentance,  was 
once  necessary,  it  is  necessary  still,  unless  the 
rabbies  will  affirm  that  God  has  changed  his 
mind,  and  abrogated  the  law  of  Bloses.  If 
repentance  without  any  atonement  be  now 
sufficient  to  procure  forgiveness  of  sin,  then, 
beyond  all  doubt,  the  law  of  Moses  is  ab- 
rogated or  changed.  If  the  law  of  Moses  be 
not  abrogated  and  not  changed,  then  repent- 
ance alone  cannot  atone  for  sins  ;  and,  there- 
fore, this  assertion  of  the  oral  law  is  false. 

But  the  oral  law  endeavours  to  prove  its 
assertion,  by  a  citation  from  Ezekiel,  "•  As 
for  the  wickedness  of  the  wicked,  he  shall  not 
fall  thereby  in  the  day  that  he  turneth  from 
his  wickedness."  And  it  might  be  further 
urged,  that  Ezekiel  here  mentions  repentance 
only,  and  omits  all  notice  of  sacrifice  and  the 
day  of  atonement.  But  the  answer  is  easy. 
Either  Ezekiel  meant,  in  this  declaration,  to 
repeal  the  law  of  Moses,  or  he  did  not.  If 
he  meant  to  repeal  the  law  of  Moses,  then  the 
law  is  repealed,  and  a  new  way  of  obtaining 
forgiveness,  not  taught  by  Moses,  lias  been 
introduced,  and  then  the  whole  Jewish  nation 
is,  on  their  own  s^howing,  palpably  in  the 
wrong  in  adhering  to  that  which  is  repealed. 
But  if  he  did  not  mean  to  repeal  the  law  of 


IMoses,  then  he  made  this  assertion  with  that 
implied  restriction  which  the  law  of  JMoses 
required  ;  that  is,  he  implied  the  necessity  of 
sacrifice:  and  then  this  passage  does  not 
prove  what  the  oral  law  asserts.  But  in  every 
case,  this  first  assertion  is  contrary  to  the  law 
of  Moses. 

It  is,  however,  evident,  that  the  rabbies 
themselves  were  dissatisfied  with  their  own 
assertion,  for  they  immediately  add  to  it  a 
second,  "  That  the  day  of  atonement  itself 
atones  for  them  that  repent,  as  it  is  said, 
'  For  on  that  day  he  shall  make  an  atonement 
for  you.'  "  Notwithstanding  the  confidence 
of  their  assertion  about  repentance,  they  did 
not  feel  easy  without  some  appearance  of  an 
atonement,  and  as  they  had  no  priest  and  no 
victim,  they  say,  that  the  day  itself  atones, 
and  endeavour  to  prove  this  assertion  by 
a  citation  from  Moses.  But,  unfortunately, 
this  citation  entirely  overthrows  their  assertion. 
Moses  does  not  say, 

•  CD''br  "iDD^  mrr  nvn 

"  This  day  will  atone  for  you,"  but  he  says, 

•  co>br  -iDD^  mrt  Dvi 

"  On  that  day  he  (the  priest)  shall  atone  for 
you."  Moses  ascribes  no  virtue  whatever  to 
the  day  itself,  but  only  to  the  riles  on  that 
day  to  be  observed,  and  the  person  by  whom 
they  were  performed.  Moses  prescribes,  first, 
a  high-priest ;  secondly,  a  goat,  whose  blood 
was  brought  into  the  Holy  of  holies;  and 
thirdly,  a  goat  to  be  sent  away  :  so  that 
where  these  three  are  wanting,  nay,  where 
any  one  of  the  three  is  wanting,  the  conditions 
prescribed  by  Moses  are  not  fulfilled,  and 
there  is,  therefore,  no  atonement.  Without 
these  three  things  the  day  itself  has  no  virtue, 
and  is  nothing  different  from  the  commonest 
day  in  the  year ;  and  now,  therefore,  as  they 
are  all  wanting,  Israel  has  no  atonement. 
The  assertion  about  the  day  itself,  is  a  mere 
invention  of  the  rabbies,  the  only  value  of 
which  is  to  show  how  deeply  they  felt  the 
insufficiency  of  repentance,  and  the  necessity 
of  a  real  atonement,  in  order  to  procure  re- 
mission of  sins. 

But  the  rabbies  always  betray  themselves 
by  adding  something  to  make  up  for  the  de- 
ficiency, of  which  they  are  sensible.  We  have 
seen  this  in  their  assertion  about  merits, 
and  so  we  find  it  here  in  their  assertion  about 
atonement.  They  assert,  that  '•  The  day  of 
atonement  itself  atones  for  the  penitent,"  but 
in  spite  of  this,  they  have  felt  the  need  of 
something  more,  which  would  a  little  better 
resemble  real  sacrificial  atonement ;  and  hence 
has  arisen  the  custom  of  sacrificing  a  cock  on 
the  eve  of  that  solemn  day.  The  following 
account  of  this  custom  is  given  in  the  nbnp 
1  nx:>bxD.  of  which  we  have  before  us  an  edition 
'  pubhshcd  at  Brcsluu,  so  late  as  the  year  1830; 
I  and  it  is  selected,   partly  on  account  of  its 
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recent  ])ublication,  and  partly  because  the 
direclions  how  to  act  are  given  in  Jewish- 
German,  which  shows  that  they  are  intended 
even  for  the  most  illiterate,  and  that  the 
custom  is  not  confined  to  a  tew  speculators, 
but  is  general  amongst  the  people. 

:  ninDD  -no 

l3  DHDD  :in)M  -)U1  ;>1^  -)IDD  PP    21V  |t5 

'))>''H  i5  |m  .  ii>nD-))">^h  i3  \vT)  p-'b  |ih 

I"''*?  pll5  7h)  -)V1  lib  IS^  -)D  pnU  IDDH 
ph     H>il     J"'h    DIIDD    hn    |ID    -)1D    -)U1 

:  unruD  Diipn  \\d] 
|iii  "5)ttn  !5>i  i>ii  inn  !ui  i:hi;)  -)U 

:  v»''piDD  h>i  uih; 

D"'':'^^  i  priD''  Dn^-niDim  mo'?!>i  -j^uinn  d«^2V 

Dx  :  m^<  ■':iib  rm«bD3"i  non  "b  iiv  :  □mn''n-tUQ 

;  iniri'  d^b  y:nb  pj'jx  ^3q  in«  ^''7'^  ^''^"'Q  "'"'bs'  ^^ 

:  isiD  'nxi^Q  nn^  mio  ininc  i?:>^5n  'i3:nn 

:  VI 
□^Dn«  Dnvj  D"n'?  -[bwi  D33X  '2X1  •  nn'ob  -jb' 

jlfi    DIN  ^n    [i-j    -51^11    [H    I32^n    Ih)    1" 

:  3!iH  tt^m  IJtt 

"  Order  or  the  Atonements. — 
On  the  eve  of  the  day  of  atonement,  the 
custom  is  to  make  atonements.  A  cock  is 
taken  for  a  man,  and  a  hen  for  a  woman  ;  and 
for  a  pregnant  woman  a  hen  and  also  a  cock, 
on  account  of  the  child.  The  father  of  the 
family  first  makes  the  atonement  for  himself, 
for  the  high-priest  first  atoned  for  himself, 
then  for  his  family,  and  afterwards  for  all 
Israel."     The  order  is  as  follow^s:  — 

He  takes  the  cock  in  his  hand  and  says 
these  verses: 

"  The  children  of  men  that  sit  in  darkness 
and  the  shadow  of  death,  being  bound  in 
aflliction  and  iron  ;  he  brought  them  out  of 
darkness  and  the  shadow  of  death,  and  brake 
their  bands  in  sunder.  Fools,  because  of 
their  transgression,  and  because  of  their 
iniquities,  are  afflicted.  Their  soul  abhorreth 
all  manner  of  meat ;  and  they  draw  near 
unto  the  gates  of  death.  Then  they  cry 
unto  the  Lord  in  their  trouble ;  and  he  saveth 
them  out  of  their  distresses.     He  sendeth  his 


word,  and  healeth  them,  and  delivercth  them 
from  their  destructions.  O,  that  men  would 
praise  the  Lord  for  his  goodness,  and  for 
liis  wonderful  works  to  the  children  of 
men!  (Psalm  cvii.)  If  there  be  for  him 
an  angel,  an  intercessor,  one  among  a  thou- 
sand, to  show  unto  man  his  uprightness,  then 
he  is  gracious  unto  him,  and  saith.  Deliver 
him  from  going  down  to  the  pit;  I  have 
found  a  ransom."  (Job  xxxiii.  23.) 

Whilst  moving  the  atonement  round  his 
head,  he  says, 

*'  This  is  my  substitute.  This  is  my  com- 
mutation. This  is  my  atonement.  This  cock 
goeth  to  death,  but  may  I  be  gathered  and 
enter  into  a  long  and  happy  life,  and  into 
peace." 

He  then  begins  again  at  the  words,  "  The 
children  of  men,"  and  so  he  does  three  times. 

Then  follow  the  various  alterations  that  are 
to  be  made,  when  the  atonement  is  made  for 
a  woman  or  another  person,  &c.,  and  is  added, 

h^l  IM  hMI  ♦  \X>\  \\-)-\  DUD  bn  |H  5l5? 
^D>D  im    p-)p  p^h  \\\S  DhD  \2\^]\  Dun 

'*  As  soon  as  one  has  performed  the  order 
of  the  atonement,  he  should  lay  his  hands  on  it, 
as  the  hands  used  to  be  laid  on  the  sacrifices, 
and  immediately  after  give  it  to  be  slaughtered." 
This  custom,  extensively  prevalent  amongst 
the  Jews,  proves  abundantly  the  internal  dis- 
satisfaction of  the  Jewish  mind  with  their 
own  doctrines,  and  the  deeply-rooted  con- 
viction of  their  heart,  that  without  shedding 
of  blood  there  is  no  remission  of  sin.  If  they 
really  believed  that  repentance,  or  the  day  of 
atonement  itself,  or  almsgiving,  or  merits, 
either  their  own,  or  their  forefathers,  atoned 
for  sin,  they  would  never  have  devised  such  a 
custom  as  this.  But  the  spirit  of  the  Mosaic 
law  has  taken  too  deep  a  hold  on  the  nation 
to  suffer  them  to  rest  satisfied  with  any  thing 
short  of  actual  sacrifice ;  and  as  they  have  no 
high- priest  and  no  altar  now,  they  make  a 
sad  and  desperate  attempt  to  tranquillise  the 
mind  with  this  invention.  The  custom  then, 
proves,  that  the  rabbinical  doctrine  respecting 
the  atoning  power  of  repentance  is  not  be- 
lieved nor  heartily  received,  even  by  the  rab- 
binists  themselves,  how,  tlien,  can  a  Jew 
hazard  his  salvation  on  a  doctrine  which  is 
contrary  to  the  law  of  Moses,  and  which  its 
professors  do  not  consider  satisfactory  ?  Will 
he  rest  upon  the  self-devised  sacrifice  of  a 
cock  ?  God  nowhere  promises  pardon  to 
this  observance ;  and  how  can  any  man  of 
sense  be  satisfied  without  a  sure  promise  of 
the  unchanging  and  unchangeable  Creator  ? 
This  trust  is  as  unsatisfactory  as  any  of  those 
that  we  have  already  considered.     Every  one 
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of  the  Rabbinic  hopes  has  provetl  unsafe  on 
examination.  Personal  merit,  the  merit  of 
ancestors,  the  blowing  of  the  ram's  horn,  re- 
pentance, the  present  observance  of  the  day 
of  atonement,  the  sacrifice  of  a  cock,  all  are 
cither  directly  opposed  to,  or  unwarranted  by, 
the  Word  of  God.  How,  then,  is  a  Jew  to 
obtain  pardon  for  his  sins  ?  The  custom  which 
we  have  just  considered,  speaks  the  sense  of  the 
Jewit-h  nation  upon  this  subject,  and  plainly 
declares,  that  an  atoning  sacrifice  is  the  only 
real  hope.  It  expresses,  in  the  first  place, 
the  heartfelt  conviction,  that  every  human 
being  is  guilty  and  needs  an  atonement.  It 
prescribes  a  victim  for  man,  woman,  and 
child,  yea,  even  for  the  unborn  babe,  thereby 
teaching  that  the  nature  of  man  is  corrupt, 
and  tliat  the  hereditary  guilt,  even  where  there 
is  no  actual  transgression,  must  be  washed 
away  by  the  blood  of  atonement.  It  expresses, 
further,  the  Jewish  opinion  as  to  the  nature 
of  sacrifice,  that  the  sins  are  laid  upon  the 
victim,  and  that  the  victim  is  substituted  for 
the  guilty.  Nothing  can  be  plainer  than  the 
presCTibcd  formulary,  "  This  is  my  substitute. 
This  is  my  commutation.  This  is  my  atone- 
ment." It  declares,  further,  that  he  who 
oilers  an  atonement  for  another,  must  himself 
be  free  from  guilt,  for  it  requires  the  father  of 
the  family  first  to  atone  for  himself,  and  then 
for  those  of  his  house.  These  are  the  recorded 
sentiments  of  the  Jewish  nation,  expressed 
not  only  in  words,  but  embodied  in  a  solemn 
religious  observance  on  the  eve  of  their  most 
f-acred  season.  By  this  act,  the  Jews  declare 
that  an  atonement  by  blood  is  absolutely  ne- 
cessary. The  law  of  JMoses  makes  the  same 
declaration,  by  the  appointment  of  all  the  rites 
tor  the  day  of  atonement.  Is  it,  tlicn,  likely 
that  the  God  of  Israel  would  leave  his  people 
without  that  which  their  hearts  desire,  and  his 
law  declares  to  be  necessary  for  salvation? 
Judaism  says.  Yes.  It  affirms,  by  an  act  re- 
peated every  year,  that  sacrifice  is  necessary, 
and  yet  confesses,  in  its  solemn  prayers,  that 
they  have  none.  It  asserts,  therefore,  that 
God  has  left  them  without  that  which  is  in- 
dispensable to  procure  forgiveness.  Chris- 
tianity presents  a  more  merciful  view  of  the 
Divine  character.  It  does,  indeed,  acknov^ 
Icdge  the  necessity  of  atonement,  but  it  pre- 
sents a  victim  and  a  high-priest,  whose  one 
ofFering  is  sufficient  for  the  sins  of  the  whole 
world.  It  says,  that  God  has  left  neither  his 
own  people  nor  the  Gentiles  without  the  means 
of  forgiveness,  but  sent  his  righteous  servant, 
the  Messiah,  to  bear  our  sins  in  his  own  body 
upon  the  tree.     The  Priest  after  the  order  of 


IMclchiscdck  needed  no  atonement  to  take 
av/ay  his  own  sins  first,  for  he  had  none. 
Born  in  a  miraculous  manner,  by  the  power  of 
God,  his  humanity  inherited  nothing  of  the 
guilt  of  Adam,  and  as  the  Lord  our  Righte- 
ousness, he  could  contract  no  taint  of  sin.  He 
is,  therefore,  every  way  qualified  to  make  an 
atonement  for  us  all.  Our  Christian  hope, 
therefore,  is  not  in  a  cock,  the  sacrifice  of  which 
God  never  cominanded,  but  in  that  great 
atonement  which  He  appointed.  Our  faith, 
our  hope,  our  trust,  are  all  built  upon  God's 
pron'iise,  and  cannot  be  better  expressed  than 
in  his  most  holy  words  : — 

"  But  he  v.-as  wounded  for  our  transgres- 
sions, he  was  bruised  for  our  iniquities  :  the 
chastisement  of  our  peace  was  upon  him,  and 
with  his  stripes  we  are  healed." 

It  cannot,  therefore,  be  said,  that  wc  Chris- 
tians rest  our  hope  upon  an  invention  of  our 
own.  Our  hope  rests,  not  upon  the  dictates 
of  our  priests  or  rabbles,  but  upon  the  words 
which  God  himself  spake  by  the  mouth  of 
his  prophet.  We  can,  therefore,  confidently 
appeal  to  the  Jews  themselves  to  decide, 
which  of  the  two  hopes  is  the  most  reason- 
able. Both  agreeing  that  an  atonement,  by 
the  shedding  of  blood,  is  necessary  for  the 
remission  of  sins,  Rabbinism  tells  its  dis- 
ciples to  trust  to  a  species  of  sacrifice  no 
where  mentioned  in  the  Word  of  God.  Chris- 
tianity tells  us  to  trust  in  the  sacrifice  of 
that  great  Redeemer,  for  whose  salvation 
Jacob  waited,  whose  atonement  the  Mosaic 
rites  prefigured,  and  the  Jewish  prophets  pre- 
dicted. Their  hope  rests  upon  the  unwar- 
ranted words  of  men  ;  ours  is  built  upon  the 
Word  of  the  living  God,  and  is  involuntarily 
confirmed  by  the  rabbles  themselves  in  the 
very  custom  which  we  have  just  considered. 
Even  the  nature  of  the  victim  is  pointed  out  in 
the  selection  of  the  animal,  nna  (gever)  signifies 
both  "  a  man  "  and  "  a  cock,"  and  thereby 
signifies,  that  a  righteous  man  must  be  the 
sinful  man's  substitute :  and  so  some  of  the 
rabbies  say,  that  this  animal,  "  a  cock,"  was 
selected,— 

"  Because,  as  its  name  signifies  '  a  man,' 
there  is  a  substitution  of  a  man  for  man." 
(Orach  Chaiim,  G05.)  The  principles  ex- 
actly agree,  but  Christianity  is  directed  in  their 
application  by  the  Word  of  God,  to  Him 
who  is,  indeed,  very  man,  but  also  The 
Lord  our  Righteousness,  ^:p•^'2  mn\ 
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The  progress  of  the  year  brings  with  it 
again  that  season,  in  which  God  commanded 
his  people  to  observe  the  Feast  of  Ta- 
bernacles ;  and  the  constancy  with  which 
Israelites  in  every  part  of  the  world  still  ob- 
serve the  rites  and  customs  handed  down  by 
their  forefathers,  necessarily  commands  respect 
and  admiration.  When  we  remember  the 
many  centuries  during  which  their  dispersion 
has  continued,  the  universal  oppression  which 
they  have  been  compelled  to  suffer,  and  the 
unmerited  contempt  with  which  they  have  had 
to  contend,  we  cannot  but  honour  the  strength 
of  moral  courage  which  they  have  displayed, 
in  thus  observing  and  handing  down  to  their 
children  a  religion,  which  has  been  the  cause 
of  their  misfortunes.  But  this  very  constancy, 
and  the  respect  which  it  begets,  naturally  leads 
us  to  inquire  whether  the  religious  system  it- 
self be  true,  and,  therefore,  worthy  of  that 
fidelity  with  which  it  has  been  preserved  ;  and, 
above  all,  whether  tliis  constancy  is  such  as  at 
the  last  great  day  to  meet  the  approbation  of 
Him  who  judgeth  not  as  man  judgeth.  The 
professors  of  this  system  think,  of  course,  that 
it  is,  and  that  by  observing  these  rites  and 
ceremonies,  they  are  keeping  the  commands 
of  God,  and  thereby  ensuring  his  favour; 
and  with  regard  to  the  observance  of  the  Feast 
of  Tabernacles  in  particular,  they  are  taught 
to  believe  that  they  alone  are  so  important,  as 
at  (he  day  of  judgment,  to  prove  Israel's  obe- 
dience, and  the  disobedience  of  the  other 
nations.  We  will  first  state  the  doctrines  of 
modern  Judaism  on  this  subject,  and  then 
examine  whether  they  be  well  founded.  In 
the  Synagogue  Prayers  for  this  feast  we  find 
it  stated,  tliat  the  construction  of  a  tabernacle 
according  to  Rabbinic  prescription,  is  a  work 
of  merit. 

"  It  must  be  four  cubits  long,  and  four 
cubits  broad  :  but  if  it  be  less,  it  is  profane ; 
that  it  may  render  the  people  of  Israel  merito- 
rious." (P.  116.)  And  a  little  lower  down, 
after  describing  the  feast  in  Paradise  on  the 
salted  Leviathan  and  Behemoth,  it  adds,  that 
this  one  precept  will  form  the  last  trial  vouch- 
safed to  the  Gentiles,  and  that  their  unwilling- 
ness to  keep  it  will  prove  the  cause  of  their 
final  condemnation. 
■  ]n  NDD  ^i?  n\i?v  >:£  '  fib  moii^rr  b^  yc:^: 


]vbi'  :  noil  pw  ra  «':i\u  •  nonn  "i'?«  oy  to^di 
'b  ^'  '  n:nni  wnb  r^Qir'  ♦  TOin^a  "jd  tcci^n 
b'2^  m3Di  i-mi^  *  n^bii1i^^  n^io  -iJiTD  :  n:Tcp  m:?Q 
•  VlD^'  nn  nw$b  d^V"?:?  :  n^'jND  inp-in  Vn  •  r\'b^ 
i  ^^!}X'y  Drr-'j^'im  •  Tcmbi  cn^br  nmp  nnm 
'b  D^n^:)!  Db^on  '  nn^n  □rr'?!?  •]ido>  izj-np 
:  noiMDn  n^innnn  nj-non  •  rraim 
"  All  nations  will  come  to  be  judged  in  the 
presence  of  Him  who  sitteth  upon  the  throne 
of  judgment;  in  righteousness  will  he  judge 
us.  The  nations  "will  then  say.  Give  us  the 
order  of  thy  precepts,  and  we  will  perform 
them,  that  we  may  be  equal  with  those  in 
happiness,  O  Thou,  who  art  great  in  power, 
dwelling  on  high.  The  Most  High,  who 
judgeth  all  in  truth,  will  cause  them  to  hear, 
and  understand  his  words,  saying,  I  have  one 
small  precept ;  its  name,  tabernacle,  and  its 
ordinations :  four  sides,  and  shade  over  it : 
fail  ye  not  to  observe  it.  They  then  will  make 
the  shadowy  booths  to  abide  under,  but  the 
sun  will  shine  so  hot  as  nearly  to  burn  them, 
when  tliey  will  spurn  at  it  with  their  feet. 
The  Holy  One  will  then  pour  out  his  wrath 
upon  them,  and  cast  them  into  gehinnom 
[heU]  without  mercy,  into  the  lowest  part 
with  confusion."  (Ibid.)  This  extraordinary 
account  of  the  day  of  judgment,  and  the  con- 
demnation of  the  Gentiles,  has  been  adopted 
from  the  Talmud,  where  it  is  given  at  great 
length,  and  all  the  particulars  fully  detailed. 
To  give  the  whole  would  occupy  too  much  of 
our  space ;  but  as  parts  of  it  are  necessary  to 
the  full  consideration  of  this  subject,  we  give 
the  following  extracts :  — 
-im«i  ip'"^^  ""^"'J^  ""^^  "^1"^:^  «>3D  wii"?  'vrdb 
fviy\  I'ljnpniD  n^a  iidti"'  br^''^  va-'  T\1  ■pn'S-^  ""o  b'2 
^■v\■'  i!?2p2  on^i.n  b'2  'k3VD  i*'nim2?a  c^u-n  mm« 

:  nnciDi  nniNi  nioi^^  b'2 
"  In  the  time  to  come,  the  Holy  One, 
blessed  be  He,  will  bring  a  roll  of  the  law  in 
his  bosom,  and  say,  Let  every  one,  who  has 
occupied  himself  herein,  come  and  receive  his 
reward.  Immediately  the  nations  of  the  world 
will  gather  themselves  together,  and  come  in 
promiscuous  crowds,  as  it  is  said,  '  Let  all  the 
nations  be  gathered  together.'  (Isaiah  xliii. 
9.)  The  Holy  One,  blessed  be  He,  will  then 
say,  Come  not  before  me  promiscuously,  but 
let  each  nation  come  by  itself  along  with  its 
learned  men."     Then  follows  an  account  of 
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the  appearance  of  each  nation,  and  of  the  vain 
attempts  which  they  make  to  justify  their 
conduct.  After  which  the  narrative  thus 
proceeds  : — 

minrr  n«  io"puj  cnn  i'J^q  '3^*  rti'^pT^  nnb  no^ 

>32   by^  l^rD^D  2N  MJ'  □l'73   3?"^  lOli'^  ViS"?   I'SI^ 

V-i«i  D-'Q'Ci  m"pn  Dnb  nn^  bx"!©'  msn  '21  i^n^T 

«b  D«  'w  pnri  ^'S*:"!:  y^i  nnot:  ob'^s^  "w  iDin 
\i/'ih«i  'Dy^xD  iib  yn^T  n^nnj  mpin  n'j^i  onv  'nni 
'•ciun  Dv  "ipn  TT'i  i-a?  'nn  i'ddt  ^«n  \D'p'?  p 
D«  nnxT  n*u?«ii  n®3?Q  D3^  n^'pn  TOnntJ  nobn 

niDpu)  no"?  n«-i>  d«  nTQpujT  n«-i'  v^«  |n  WQ^n 
niDibi  n>?"\'  nbnni  «^x  n«-i>  na"?  niQp\u  Dt<"i 

Dmn«2  rT^  Tn^oo  st  nbiD  rmnn  n«  in^pt: 

by  n^'n3  x";^  npm  n'S'n  p"?  w*  'j"s'  inj?  n'^td 

^y  T«i?TO  xbii?  pjDvn  Trm  j:'i3'tDiD  n^x  ^<iin  bun 

nmin  bsTD'D  ''33ni  n^rn  -1^2  iDii:  «i'  'i^irrr 

i^biu  b«^2ni  n'2?n  inv-n  «2^  □b:?'?  nnrron  «bMJ 

'DDi-in  nDi:^T  »mM)rr  mba  ni'  nbcnn  nx  bto^i 

cni  ITS"!  mm  b«D"ii  p  ^rTbii^  '3Cinn  iD'bxi 

pn'2>  i^n'  'w  nbiD  minn  n«  in^v^  b^i^D^n 

-io«  nttj?3T  u?Kio  13b  "i^n  l'"^y^  V3Db  tt^^  ipii^'i 

b3«^  niMj  inyi  miQ'o  ^n  Dbwiin  D'cto)  rn'^pn  ]nb 

ni-oji  bDi^''  p^nn  niMJ  ins-i  mio  xb©  'd  nn'cn 

Vvus-T  "13b  HQUJ  n:>iDT  'b  MJ^  nbp  msQ  ]D  d"i?«  «b« 

"lb  p  y^in^  Y'x  xm  ^^rr  mo^?  n^iao  'm  nmx 

Kb"!  DriTorb  mvr  nrn  -jiso  o:«  iujx  tddi  'xd 

iDiu  biTQ^b  Dvn  i^bi  DnTcrb  nvn  ornxDrb  nnab 

•np  '«n«i  rnv^i  dj?  x^DiTai  «i  rM"^pr^  ym^  «b« 

b3  n^n  D^D  p"iDn  n^3  n^bi  m^n  nbp  m:<?D  n^b 

ni"pni  1:2  iriN"i3  nDiD  ntJiri  "jbim  brji:  'nx 

TQWo  nn«"i  'nN  b3"i  ^"lon  'D"ipna  nnn  on^bs?  nnpn 

:  '"131  «s^i  ^T^^2^Dl 

"  The  Gentiles  will  then  say  before  him, 

O  Lord  of  the  world,   the  Israelites  received 

the  law,  but  how  did   they  keep  it?      The 

Holy  One,  blessed  be  He,  will  reply,  I  bear 

them  witness  that  they  have  kept  the  law. 

The  Gentiles  will  say,  O  Lord  of  the  world, 

is  it  fair  that  a  Fatheil  should  be  a  witness 

for  his  children  ?     For  it  is  written,   *  Israel 

is  my  son,  even  my  first-born.'     (Exod.  iv. 

22.)     The  Holy  One,   blessed  be   He,  will 

then  say  to  them,  Let  the  heaven  and  the 

earth  bear  witness  to  them,  that  they  have 

kept  the  whole  law.     The  Gentiles  will  an- 

swer,  O  Lord  of  the  world,  the  heavens  and 

the  earth  are  interested  witnesses,  for  it  is  said, 

*  If  my  covenant  be  not  with  day  and  night, 

and  if  I  have  not  appointed  the  ordinances  of 

heaven   and   the   earth.'     (Jer.  xxxiii.  25.) 

R.  Simon  Ben  Lakish   says,   What   is   the 

meaning  of  the  words  '  And  it  was  evening 

and  it  was  morning,  the  sixth  day?'     They 

show  us  that  the  Holy  and  Blessed  One,  made 

a  condition  with  the  creation,  and  said.  If 

Israel  will  receive  my  law,  all  is  well ;  but  if 

not,  then  I  will  turn  you  back  into  chaos. 


Hezekiah  also  teaches  this  same  truth,  saying;. 
What  is  the  meaning  of  the  words  '  Thou 
didst  cause  judgment  to  be  heard  from  heaven ; 
the  earth  feared,  and  was  still?'  (Ps.  Ixxvi. 
9,  Eng.  8.)  If  it  feared,  how  could  it  be 
still ;  and  if  it  was  still,  how  could  it  fear  ? 
The  answer  is,  at  first  it  feared  [that  Israel 
would  not  receive  the  law,  and  it  should  be 
turned  into  chaos] ;  but  afterwards  it  was 
still.  God  will  then  say  to  the  Gentiles,  Then 
let  some  of  yourselves  come,  and  bear  witness 
to  Isratl  that  they  have  kept  the  whole  law. 
Nimrod  shall  then  come  forth  and  testify  of 
Abraham  that  he  did  not  commit  idolatry, 
Laban  shall  come  forth  and  testify  of  Jacob 
that  he  was  not  suspected  of  dishonesty^ 
Potiphar's  wife  shall  come  forth  and  testify  of 
Joseph  that  he  was  not  suspected  of  the  trans- 
gression. Nebuchadnezzar  shall  come  forth 
and  testify  of  Hannaniah,  Mishael,  and  Aza- 
riah,  that  they  would  not  worship  the  image, 
Darius  shall  come  and  testify  of  Daniel  that 
he  did  not  neglect  prayer.  Bildad  the  Shuhite, 
and  Zophar  the  Naamathite,  and  Eliphaz  the 
Temanite,  and  Elihu  the  son  of  Beracheel, 
shall  come  forth  and  testify  of  Israel  that  they 
have  kept  the  whole  law,  as  it  is  said,  *  Let 
them  bring  forth  their  witnesses,  that  they 
may  be  justified.'  (Isaiah  xliii.  9.)  The 
Gentiles  will  then  say,  O  Lord  of  the  world, 
give  us  the  law  from  the  beginning,  and  we 
will  do  it.     To  this  the  Holy  One  will  reply, 

0  fools,  he  that  works  on  the  eve  of  the  Sab- 
bath  shall  eat  on  the  Sabbath.  He  that  will 
not  work  on  the  Sabbath  eve,  from  whence 
should  he  eat  on  the  Sabbath  ?    Nevertheless, 

1  have  one  easy  commandment.  Tabernacle  is 
its  name,  go,  therefore,  and  do  it.  But  how 
is  it  possible  to  affirm  that  God  will  do  this, 
when  R.  Joshua,  the  son  of  Levi,  says.  What 
is  the  meaning  of  the  words  '  Which  I  com- 
mand thee  thi's  day  ? '  And  says,  the  meaning 
is,  they  are  to  be  observed  to-day  [i.e.,  in  this 
world],  and  not  to-morrow  [i.  e.,  in  the  world 
to  come].*  To-day  they  are  to  be  observed  ; 
but  the  reward  is  not  to  be  received  to-day. 
The  answer  is,  that  God  does  not  deal  with 
his  creatures  in  a  tyrannical  manner.  But 
why  is  this  called  an  easy  commandment? 
Because  it  is  not  attended  with  any  pecuniary 
loss.  Immediately  every  one  of  tlie  Gentiles 
will  hasten  away,  and  make  a  tabernacle 
on  the  roof  of  his  house.  But  the  Holy  One, 
blessed  be  He,  will  cause  the  sun  to  pierce 
them  with  an  extraordinary  heat  at  that  season, 
and  then  every  one  of  them  will  kick  down 
his  tabernacle  and  go  forth,"  &c.  (Avodah 
Zarah,  fol.  2,  3.)  Such  is  the  doctrine  of  the 
Talmud,  adopted  and  therefore  sealed  with 
the  most  solenm  sanction  by  the  public  wor- 
ship of  the  synagogue.     In  the  first  place  it 

b"iD'  "irxi  "^nnb  xbi  :  nin  obii'n  cnwi-b  nvn  * 
:  K2n  Dbiyb  DPflmy 
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is  perfectly  false ;  it  has  not  even  the  merit  of 
plausibility.  It  is  only  astonishing  how  an 
imagination  so  absurd  should  ever  have  found 
its  way  into  the  prayers  of  Israel ;  and  stranger 
Still  that  the  Jews  of  England  should  suffer 
such  a  foul  blot  still  to  remain  on  their  pub- 
lic services.  It  certainly  represents  Judaism 
in  the  most  unfavourable  point  of  view  as  a 
religion  of  the  grossest  and  most  inconsistent 
superstition ;  and  proves,  beyond  all  contro- 
versy, first,  that  the  synagogue  receives,  as  of 
divine  authority, even  the  fables  of  the  Talmud; 
and,  secondly,  that  the  authors  of  the  oral  law, 
who  could  either  invent  or  believe  so  absurd  a 
statement,  cannot  be  depended  upon  as  faith- 
ful transmitters  of  the  religion  of  the  pro- 
phets. 

Further,  it  totally  misrepresents  the  cha- 
racter of  God.  It  describes  Him,  first,  as 
bearing  witness  to  the  obedience  of  Israel, 
whilst  in  His  Word  he  bears  constant  testi- 
mony to  their  disobedience.  Here  he  is  re- 
presented also  as  calling  upon  heaven  and 
earth  to  attest  their  innocence  and  righteous- 
ness, whilst  in  His  Word  he  calls  upon  them 
to  be  the  witnesses  of  their  rebellion.  "  Hear, 
O  heavens ;  and  give  ear,  O  earth ;  for  the 
Lord  hath  spoken  :  I  have  nourished  and 
brought  up  children,  and  they  have  rebelled 
against  me."  (Isaiah  i.  2.)  And  again,  "Be 
astonished,  O  ye  heavens,  at  this,  and  be  hor- 
ribly  afraid,  be  ye  very  desolate,  saith  the  Lord. 
For  my  people  have  committed  two  evils ; 
they  have  forsaken  me,  the  fountain  of  living 
waters,  and  hewed  them  out  cisterns,  broken 
cisterns,  that  can  hold  no  water."  (Jer.  ii.  12.) 
These  passages  of  the  Word  of  God  are  di- 
rectly opposed  to  the  above  statement  of  the 
oral  law.  But  further,  it  misrepresents  the 
Divine  Being  as  an  unmerciful  and  unjust 
judge,  who  pretends  to  give  the  guilty  Gen- 
tiles another  and  easy  trial  by  giving  them  the 
commandment  respecting  the  tabernacles,  and 
then  employs  his  omnipotence  so  to  plague 
them  with  the  heat  of  the  sun,  as  to  render  it 
impossible  for  them  to  yield  obedience.  Such 
a  representation  is  altogether  unworthy  of  the 
Judge  of  all  the  earth,  who  will  deal  justly  by 
the  Gentiles  as  well  as  the  Jews. 

But  besides  misrepresenting  the  divine  cha- 
racter, it  misleads  the  unlearned  and  super- 
stitious to  believe  that,  at  the  day  of  judgment, 
God  will  not  render  to  every  man  according 
to  his  deeds,  but  will  pass  by  their  sins  and 
their  impenitence,  if  only  they  be  Israelites. 
It  therefore  begets  a  false  confidence,  and  is 
eminently  calculated  to  lull  men  asleep  in  their 
sins.  The  man  who  believes  this  fable  of  the 
Gentiles  bearing  witness  to  the  righteousness 
of  Abraham,  Joseph,  Daniel,  &c.,  and  thinks 
that  this  is  sufficient  for  his  acquittal  at  the  bar 
of  judgment,  can  have  no  motive  for  personal 
repentance   or   righteousness.     Neither   does 


this   fable   tend   to   produce   good    will   and 
respect   towards    his   Gentile   fellow-sinners. 
Few  men  will  elevate  themselves  above  their 
notions  of  the  Deity.     When,  then,  the  Rab- 
binists  see  that,   according   to  the  oral  law, 
God  treats    the    Gentiles    with    injustice  and 
cruelty,  is  it  natural  to  suppose  that  he  will 
treat  them  differently  ?    This  and  similar  pas- 
sages well  merit  the  serious  consideration  of 
all  influential  Israelites.    It  is  imperative  upon 
all  such  to  determine,  whether  such  passages  of 
their  prayers  and  their  law  are  of  divine  au- 
thority or  not ;  and  if  they  are  convinced  of 
their  falsehood,   to  use  their  unceasing  exer- 
tions to   expunge  them  from  their   religious 
system.     As  long  as  they  exist,  and  are  pub- 
licly read  in  the  synagogue,  men  can  only 
come  to  one  conclusion,  and  that  is,  that  the 
characteristics  of  the  Rabbinical  religion  are 
superstition   and   uncharitableness.     Nothing 
but  a  public  protest  against  the  error,  and  an 
erasure  from  the  prayer-book,  will  satisfy  the 
mind,  or  wipe  away  the  reproach  from  Israel. 
The  private  professions  of  individuals  can  be 
of  no  avail  in  this  matter.    I^Ien  will  go  to  the 
authorized  books,    especially    to  the   prayer- 
book  of  every  class  of  religionist,  in  order  to 
judge  of  his  principles  ;  and  no  one  will  be- 
lieve that  any  man  can  be  so  careless  or  so 
presumptuous  as  to  address  the  Divine  Being 
in  the  language  of  acknowledged  falsehood. 
But  above  all,  let  every  Jew   compare  this 
account  of  the  day  of  judgment  with  that  con. 
tained    in    our    Christian    books.      Judaism 
teaches  that  at  that  great  day  God  will  appear 
as    a  partial   and   cruel  judge.     Christianity 
gives  us  the  following  account  of  the  same 
period  : — "  When  the  Son  of  man  shall  come 
in  his  glory  and  all  the  holy  angels  with  him, 
then  shall  he  sit  upon  the  throne  of  his  glory: 
and  before  him  shall  be  gathered  all  nations  ; 
and  he  shall  separate  them  one  from  another, 
as  a  shepherd  divideth    his    sheep  from   the 
goats  :  and  he  shall  set  the  sheep  on  his  right 
hand,  but  the  goats  on  the  left.     Then  shall 
the  King  say  unto  them  on  his  right  hand. 
Come,  ye  blessed  of  my  Father,  inherit  the 
kingdom  prepared  for  you  from  the  foundation 
of  the  world :  for  I  was  an  hungred,  and  ye 
gave  me  meat :   I  was  thirsty,   and  ye  gave 
me  drink :   I  was  a  stranger,  and  ye  took,  me 
in :   naked,  and  ye  clothed  me ;  I  was  sick, 
and  ye  visited  me ;   I  was  in  prison,  and  ye 
came  unto  me.      Then  shall  the  righteous  an- 
swer and   say,   Lord,  when  saw  we  thee  an 
hungred,  and  fed  thee  ?  or  thirsty,  and  gave 
thee  drink  ?  when  saw  we  thee  a  stranger,  and 
took  thee  in  ?  or  naked,  and  clothed  thee  ?  or 
when  saw  we  thee  sick,  and  in  prison,  and  came 
unto  thee?     And  the  King  shall  answer  and 
say  unto  them.  Verily  I  say  unto  you.  Inas- 
much as  ye  have  done  it  unto  one  of  the  least 
of  these  my  brethren,  ye  have  done  it  unto  mc. 
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Thcii  sluiU  he  say  aJso  unto  them  on  the  left 
hand,  Depart  from  mo,  ye  cursed,  into  ever- 
lasting fire,  prepared  for  the  devil  and  his 
angels :  for  I  was  an  hungred,  and  ye  gave 
nie  no  meat :  I  was  thirsty,  and  ye  gave  me 
no  drink  :  I  was  a  stranger,  and  ye  took  me 
not  in :  naked,  and  ye  clothed  me  not :  sick, 
and  in  prison,  and  ye  visited  me  not.  Then 
shall  they  also  answer  him,  saying,  Lord, 
when  saw  we  thee  an  hungred,  or  athirst,  or 
a  stranger,  or  naked,  or  sick,  or  in  prison,  and 
did  not  minister  iinto  thee  ?  Then  shall  he 
answer  them,  saying.  Verily  I  say  unto  you, 
Inasmuch  as  ye  did  it  not  to  one  of  the  least 
•of  these,  ye  did  it  not  to  me.  And  these  shall 
go  away  into  everlasting  punishment:  but  the 
righteous  into  life  eternal."  (Matt.  xxv.  31 — 
40.)  Such  is  the  viev/  which  Christianity 
sets  before  us  of  the  day  of  judgment,  and  the 
principles  according  to  which  that  judgment 
shall  be  conducted.  You  will  observe  that  the 
whole  account  is  essentially  different  from  that 
given  by  the  Talmud.  In  the  first  place  it 
represents  God  as  a  just  Judge,  altogether 
overlooking  nationality  ;  taking  no  notice  of 
the  temporary  distinctions  of  Jew  and  Gen- 
tile, but  fixing  his  eyes  on  the  eternal  features 
of  moral  character,  and  according  to  those 
fixing  the  eternal  destinies  of  each  individual. 
In  the  second  place  it  tends  to  promote  good 
will  and  charity  between  man  and  man,  for  it 
represents  charity  or  the  want  of  charity  as  the 
main  points  of  inquiry,  and  the  distinctions 
according  to  which  the  eternal  portion  of  each 
is  assigned.  We  ask,  then,  every  impartial 
and  candid  Jew  to  tell  us,  which  of  these  two 
accounts  are  most  worthy  of  the  great  God 
whom  we  worship?  We  Christians  believe 
that  the  synagogue-worshippers  are  in  error, 
and  they  again  think  us  in  error ;  but  we  have 
now  before  us  the  doctrines  of  the  two  systems 

on  the  m.ost  important  point  in  all  theology 

the  principle  of  final  judgment ;  by  their  re- 
spective statements,  then,  on  this  subject  let 
each  system  be  judged.  Judaism  says,  that 
one  class  of  men  is  to  be  saved  by  the  partiality 
of  the  Judge,  and  the  other  class  condemned 
simply  because  they  are  Gentiles.  Chris- 
tianity says,  that  all  men  shall  be  tried  im- 
partially by  one  rule,  and  that  neither  prepos- 
session nor  prejudice,  but  justice  alone,  shall 
influence  the  decision.  Which,  then,  Judaism 
or  Christianity,  is  most  agreeable  to  the  cha- 
racter of  Him  of  whom  the  Psalmist  says, 
"  He  Cometh  to  judge  the  earth  :  with  righte- 
ousness shall  he  judge  the  world,  and  the 
nations  with  equity  ?  " 

We  are  sure  tliat  the  good  sense  of  the  Jew- 


ish nation  must  decide,  that  the  impartial  jus- 
tice of  the  New  Testament-representation  is 
most  in  accordance  with  the  spirit  of  the  law 
and  the  prophets.  Nay,  we  believe  that  every 
devout  and  thinking  Israelite  will  feel  that  the 
Talmudic  picture  of  God's  judgment  misre- 
presents the  God  of  Israel  as  much  as  any 
graven  image  ever  deified  by  heathen  idolaters. 
To  suppose  that  God  would  make  a  mock 
overture  of  mercy,  or  offer  a  mock  trial  to  any 
of  his  creatures,  is  to  strip  him  of  the  attri- 
butes of  Deity,  and  to  exhibit  a  blind  and 
senseless  bigot  as  the  object  of  Israel's  wor- 
ship. A  statement  so  abhorrent  even  from 
human  reason,  and  so  inconsistent  with  the 
Word  of  God,  proves  that  its  authors  were  not 
moved  by  the  Spirit,  and  that  the  religion  of 
which  it  forms  a  part  cannot  be  divine.  But 
here,  as  in  many  cases  which  we  have  already 
pointed  out,  the  New  Testament  avoids  the 
error  of  the  Talmud,  and  teaches  a  doctrine 
conformable  to  the  law,  and  in  accordance  with 
right  reason.  Let  the  advocates  of  the  oral 
law  explain  the  fact. 

But  this  Talmudic  representation  of  the 
day  of  judgment  is  not  only  opposed  to  reason 
and  Scripture,  but  also  seems  to  contradict 
other  statements  of  the  oral  law.  Here  the 
Gentiles  appear  to  be  marked  out  for  destruc- 
tion ;  whereas,  we  are  told  elsewhere,  that  the 
pious  of  the  nations  of  the  world  are  to  have 
a  part  in  the  world  to  come :  and  that  obedi- 
ence to  the  seven  commandments  of  the  sons 
of  Noah,  is  all  that  is  required  from  a  Gentile. 
If  this  be  true,  what  need  is  there  of  giving 
them  the  command  to  keep  the  Feast  of 
Tabernacles  ?  But,  above  all,  if  they  are  to 
be  cast  down  into  the  lowest  hell,  as  the 
Prayer-book  says,  how  can  they  have  a  part  of 
the  blessings  of  the  world  to  come  ?  It  is  at 
the  very  least,  the  duty  of  those  who  advocate 
the  oral  law,  to  explain  this  matter  to  us 
Gentiles.  We  cannot  persuade  ourselves  that 
a  religion,  which  makes  so  little  provision  for 
the  eternal  welfare  of  the  great  bulk  of  the 
human  race,  can  possibly  proceed  from  Him 
who  is  the  God  of  the  spirits  of  all  flesh,  the 
Creator  and  Preserver  of  all  mankind.  Living 
daily  by  his  bounty,  and  receiving  all  we  have 
at  his  most  gracious  hands,  v/e  believe  that  if 
He  makes  such  provision  for  our  bodies.  He 
i  has  made  still  more  for  our  immortal  spirits ; 
I  and  therefore,  amongst  other  reasons,  we  be- 
lieve  in  Christianity ;  for  if  it  be  not  true,  there 
is  no  spiritual  provision  for  the  Gentiles,  and 
God  has  left  the  majority  of  his  rational  crea- 
tures without  any  proof  of  his  paternal  af- 
fection. 
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To  the  fool,  who  hath  said  in  his  heart, 
There  is  no  God,  it  is  a  matter  of  little  conse- 
quence, whether  the  religion  of  his  forefathers 
afford  a  reasonable  ground  of   hope  or  not. 
He  may  therefore  consistently  neglect  all  in- 
quiry into  the  nature  and  evidences  of  that  re- 
ligion in  which  he  happened  to  be  born.     He 
does  not  believe  in  it,  whatever  it  may  be,  and 
such  an  inquiry  could  have  no  interest  for 
him.     Not  so  with  the  Jew  or  the  Christian, 
who  honestly  believes,  as  he  has  been  taught, 
that  there  is,  in  another  world,  an  abode  of 
bliss,  and  another  of  woe.     His  earnest  desire 
must  be  to  know  how  he  may  attain  to  the 
one  and  escape  the  other ;  and  if  his  religion 
does   not  afford  him   a  hope,  a  reasonable, 
well-grounded  hope  of  salvation,   it  is  not 
worth  the  having.    We  say  a  reasonable  hope, 
for  as  it  has  pleased  God  to  endow  us  with 
reason  and  understanding,  and  to  give  us  his 
Word  to  guide  our  reason,  no  otiier  hope  can 
or  ought  to  satisfy  iis.     In  examining,  then, 
the  modern  Jewish  religion,  one  great  test  of 
its  value   is,   whether  it  affords  a   hope  on 
which  a  reasonable  man  can  rely,  and  upon 
which  he  can  hazard  his  eternal  welfare.     We 
think  not,  and  we  have  already  given  some 
reasons  for  this  opinion.     The  inconsistency 
and  contradictory  nature  of  tlie  Rabbinic  doc- 
trines respecting  jusiificaiion  and  atonement 
appear  to  us  so  glaring  as  to  destroy  all  confi- 
dence  in  the  hope  which  they  propose :  and 
iJie  custom,  wldch  jirevails  at  this  and  other 
festivals^  of  praying  for  the  dead,  proves,  he- 
yond  a  doubt,  that  tJie  Rabhinic  hope  is  a  mere 
delusion.     Amongst  the  prayers  of  the  Feast 
of  Tabernacles,  we  find  the  following  declara- 
tion and  prayer: — 
DVi  vn"ii«  nv3ir3  ^'''2^•nb  biir\XD'  mi?i2n2  D'jm: 

lobiy"?  i^bnxD  SID  mn  «i«  nnia:  d^h^k  nov 
TirD2  «nn  n^  121131  nr-i  rrp^!?  -ni:  ^3^12?  tii!?i 
zp'$'^  pri^i''  DTTOx  riDto:  dv  D^>nn  -m^i  mi-is 

•  'iDT  'Q«  nniT]  D'n'?«  mar 
"  It  is  customary  among  the  dispersions  of 
Israel,  to  make  mention  of  the  souls  of  their 
departed  parents,  &c.,  on  the  day  of  atonement, 
and  the  ultimate  days  of  the  three  festivals ; 
and  to  offer  for  the  repose  of  their  souls. 

"  May  God  remember  the  soul  of  my  ho- 
noured father,  A.  B.,  who  is  gone  to  his  re- 
pose; for  that  I  now  solemnly  vow  charity 


for  his  sake ;  in  reward  of  this,  may  his  soul 
be  bound  up  in  the  bundle  of  life,  with  the 
souls  of  Abraham,  Isaac,  and  Jacob ;  Sarah, 
Rebekah,  Rachel,  and  Leah,  with  the  rest  of 
the  righteous  males  and  females  that  are  in 
Paradise ;  and  let  us  say,  Amen." 

"  May  God  remember  the  soul  of  my  ho- 
noured mother,"  &c.    (Prayer  for  the  Feast 
of  Tabernacles,  p.  156.)     Now  this   custom 
and  this  prayer  show  that  the  Jews  them- 
selves do  not  believe  in  their  own  doctrines, 
nor  put  any  trust  in  the  hopes  held  out  by 
the  oral  law;   for  if  they  did,   they  would 
never  observe  this  custom  nor  offer  this  prayer. 
If  they  believed  that  their  departed  parents 
were  already  safe — that  their  merits,  or  the 
merits  of  their  ancestors,  or  the  day  of  atone- 
ment, &c.,  had  procured  for  them  pardon  and 
eternal  life,  why  should  they  offer  alms,  and 
pray  that  God  would  accept  the  alms  as  a 
ransom  for  the  deceased  ?     The  fact  of  mak- 
ing such  a  vow  and  offering  such  a  prayev 
proves,  that  the  Rabbinical  Jew  has  no  ground 
for  believing  in  the  salvation  of  even  his  own 
father  and  mother ;  that  on  the  contrary  his 
belief  is,  that  they  have  not  been  bound  up 
in  the  bundle  of  life,  and  that  they  are  not  in 
paradise  with  Abraham  and  the  other  saints ; 
but  that  they  are  in  some  other  place,  whence 
he  hopes,  by  his  prayer  and  his  alms-giving, 
to  ransom  them.     Here,  then,  we  see  that  the 
Rabbinical  hope  is  a  mere  delusion.  After  all 
his  fasting  and  ceremonial  observances,  he  has 
no  hope  after  death  of  going  to  the  mansions 
of  the  blessed.     His   sad   prospect  is,    that 
when  he  goes  hence,  he  must  go  to  the  place 
I  of  punishment,    and   there   abide    until    the 
prayers  and  alms-giving  of  his  children  pur- 
i  chase  his  liberation.    According,  then,  to  this 
doctrine,  every  Jew  and  Jewess  dies  without 
pardon,  for  if  they  were  pardoned,  they  would 
not  go   to  the  place  of  punishment,  and  if 
they  did  not  go  to  the  place  of  punishment, 
there  would  be  no  necessity  to  offer  alms  in 
order  to  deliver  their  souls.     So  then,  after 
all  the  pretensions  and  promises  of  the  rab- 
bies,  they   here  fairly   confess   that  all   the 
hopes  which  they  have  held  out  are  a  mere 
lie  and  a  delusion ;    that  none  of  their  ob- 
servances can  deliver  the  soul,  and  that  even 
after  the  dread  hour  of  death,  the  survivors 
have  still  to  undertake  the  work  of  saving  the 
deceased. 

This  inference  follows  inevitably  from  the 
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custom  and  the  prayer  which  we  have  just 
considered;  but  it  does  not  rest  solely  on 
tliest?.  The  oral  law  furnishes  other  adequate 
proof,  that  the  Jewish  survivors  of  a  departed 
parent  do  not  believe  that  he  is  safe,  and  that 
therefore  a  dying  Jew  can  have  no  hope  of 
his  own  salvation  ;  for  it  requires  the  surviv- 
ing son  to  repeat  a  certain  prayer  for  his  de- 
parted parent,  and  that  for  many  months,  in 
order  to  procure  his  release,  as  we  read  in  the 
Jorch  Dcah:  — 

'OJiin  i"-'  xini  D«i  3x  btt  innp  ycrh  ^ynl  D'^i" 

pn\ri3T  D3n>:ib  niQUJ^n  |nnnuj  ]v:nn  ^irttD  mm© 
:  con^ao  IQXT  vaiS}  nn2  d~ii  \mpm  bb^rvo 
"  Therefore  the  custom  is  for  twelve  months 
to  repeat  the  prayer  called  Kaddish,  and  also 
to  read  the  lesson  in  the  prophets,  and  to 
pray  the  evening-prayer  at  the  going  out  of 
the  Sabbath,  for  that  is  the  hour  when  the 
souls  return  to  hell ;  but -when  the  son  prays 
and  sanctifies  in  public,  he  redeems  his  father 
and  his  mother  from  hell."  (376.)  Now 
every  child  who  observes  this  custom,  makes 
a  public  confession,  that  his  deceased  parent 
is  not  enjoying  the  bliss  of  Paradise,  but  suf- 
fering the  torments  of  hell.  This  is  but  a 
poor  hope  for  a  child  respecting  his  parent,  the 
very  utmost  limit  of  which  is,  that  he  is  not 
one  of  the  notoriously  wicked,  and  that  he 
may  perhaps,  by  his  prayers,  get  him  out  of 
the  place  of  torment.  But  if  he  believes  in 
the  oral  law,  he  must  be  convinced  that  his 
father  or  mother,  with  all  their  exertions,  and 
notwithstanding  the  merits  of  their  forefathers, 
and  the  benefits  of  the  day  of  atonement,  died 
in  sin,  sunk  into  perdition,  and  that  he  must 
now  undertake  the  work  of  their  salvation. 
The  dying  Jqw^  therefore,  has  no  hope  when 
he  dies  of  being  admitted  to  a  state  of  happi- 
ness; he  cannot  die  with  the  peace  of  one 
who  knows  that  his  sins  are  forgiven,  but 
must  look  forward  with  horror  to  at  least 
eleven  dreary  months  of  punishment  in  the 
abodes  of  the  damned.  The  doctiine  of  the 
Talmud  is,  that  those  who  die  in  communion 
with  the  Synagogue,  or  who  have  never  been 
Jews,  are  punished  for  twelve  months,  but 
that  Jewish  heretics  and  apostates  are  doomed 
to  eternal  punishment. 
p"i:2  Dbirn  mDi«  'rimsi  ]t^yi  bi'cytD''  'S"©id 
•ynw  '©in  i^Di?  d^dmj  ni  ]''r\'vy\  D3n>a"?  ]n-iv 
m-n  nQ"nn2  ^nQ-i^oi  nbD  pi:  MJin  -ws  n^^^i; 
cmcn  'ox:\n  c^ni?  ^b:"i  niD3  nnn  pnotD 
I'-rnn  73n  r^ybyy  moD  nnn  ~io«  n^n'  ^d  n^y^un 
n^^nnn  •VS2^^  mmn  •nCDiu  ^'D-np^E«m  m-nDom 
yit^i  'n\-i^n  linotJi  iini?  -diiq  v>d'i^D'>ui  ryr\'ar\ 
p  Di-iT  ]i3D  cu-in  n«  i^^tonm  i«:cn\m  D"n 

'*  Israelites  who  sin  with  their  body,  and 
also  Gentiles,  descend  into  hell,  and  are 
judged  there  for  twelve  months.  After  the 
twelve  months  their  body  is  consumed  and 


their  soul  is  burnt,  and  the  wind  scatters  them 
under  the  soles  of  the  feet  of  the  righteous, 
as  it  is  said,  '  Ye  shall  tread  down  the 
wicked,  for  they  shall  be  ashes  under  the 
soles  of  your  feet.'  (Mai.  iv.  3.)  But  here- 
tics, and  informers,  and  Epicureans,  who 
have  denied  the  law  or  the  resurrection  of  the 
dead,  or  who  have  separated  from  the  customs 
of  the  congregation,  or  who  have  caused  their 
fear  in  the  land  of  the  living,  who  have  sinned, 
or  caused  many  to  sin,  as  Jeroboam,  the  son 
of  Nebat,  all  such  go  down  to  hell  and  are 
judged  for  ever."  (Rosh.  Hashanah,  fol.  17«1.) 
According  to  this,  the  dying  Israelite  ought 
to  expect  twelve  months  of  torment,  and  his 
surviving  son  ought  to  repeat  the  prescribed 
prayer  for  twelve  months,  but  the  rabbles  have 
commanded  that  the  prayer  should  be  repeated 
only  for  eleven  months,  to  intimate  that  the 
deceased  was  not  so  wicked  as  to  be  obliged  to 
remain  all  the  time  of  torment. 

y^n  "CD^D  >D  D^i?©i  a)Oi<i  DH^n^}  ^'^T  vh'o  nr? 

''  The  custom  is,  not  to  say  Kaddish  more 
than  eleven  months,  so  as  not  to  cast  a  reproach 
on  the  character  of  the  deceased  father  and 
mother  as  if  they  were  wicked,  for  twelve 
months  are  the  term  appointed  for  the  wicked." 
(Joreh  Deah,  37G.)  From  this  it  is  clear 
that  a  dying  Jew's  expectation  must  be  to 
endure  the  torments  of  hell  for  at  least  eleven 
months ;  and  when  he  is  dead,  his  son  con- 
fesses, in  the  most  public  manner,  and  the 
appointed  prayers  of  the  Synagogue  confess, 
of  every  departed  Jew,  that  he  died  in  sin, 
and  was  not  worthy  to  enter  into  the  bliss  of 
paradise  ;  and  express,  moreover,  their  convic- 
tion that  his  portion  is  actually  with  the 
damned.  Thus  it  is  evident  that  Judaism 
holds  out  no  hope  of  the  forgiveness  of  sins, 
and  that  all  its  prescribed  observances  are  of 
no  avail  in  the  hour  of  need.  A  Jew's  sad 
contemplation  on  his  death  is,  then,  that  he 
is  going  down  to  hell,  and  his  hope  of  libera- 
tion is  based  upon  the  prayers  of  his  son,  or 
upon  the  fact  of  his  being  an  Israelite.  But 
is  this  a  reasonable  ground  of  hope  ?  No 
hope  of  salvation  can  be  reasonable  which  is 
not  built  upon  a  plain  promise  of  God.  Our 
reason  can  tell  us  nothing  about  either  heaven 
or  hell ;  and  therefore  no  speculations  of  our 
own  can  satisfy  us  respecting  either  one  or  the 
other.  The  only  satisfactory  testimony  can 
come  from  God's  revealed  will ;  but,  in  the 
whole  volume  of  the  Old  Testament,  there  is 
not  one  promise  declaring  that  an  Israelite 
shall  be  delivered  from  hell  after  twelve  months' 
punishment,  or  that  the  son's  public  prayers 
in  the  synagogue  shall  deliver  the  father. 
This  is  all  the  mere  invention  of  the  rabbles, 
without  the  least  warrant  from  the  Word  of 
God.     It  is,  therefore,  not  a  hope  on  which 
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any  reasonable  man  can  rest  in  peace.  The 
sum  of  the  whole  matter  is,  that  every  Jew 
expects  to  go  to  hell,  and  that  he  has  no 
promise  of  God  to  assure  him  that  he  shall  be 
redeemed  thence.  Judaism  is  not,  therefore, 
a  religion  which  affords  a  rational  hope  of 
salvation.  In  asserting  that  every  Israelite 
must  go  down  to  hell,  it  teaches  that  sin  is  not 
forgiven  by  God,  but  must  be  atoned  for  by 
the  personal  suffering  of  the  offender;  and 
that  happiness  cannot  be  enjoyed  until  personal 
satisfaction  has  been  yielded  by  twelve  months' 
torments.  Now  if  this  principle  were  true, 
there  could  be  no  salvation  at  all.  Sin,  as 
being  an  offence  against  an  infinite  Being,  is 
infinite  in  magnitude,  and  therefore  requires 
infinite  punishment.  The  justice  of  God  is 
also  infinite,  and  requires  an  infinite  satisfac- 
tion ;  so  that  if  this  satisfaction  is  to  be  ren- 
dered by  the  personal  suffering  of  the  offender, 
that  suffering  must  be  infinite,  that  is,  it  must 
endure  for  ever  and  ever,  and  thus  salvation  is 
altogether  out  of  the  question.  The  Jewish 
hope  is,  therefore,  unwarranted  by  Scripture, 
and  contrary  to  reason,  and,  we  may  add,  in- 
consistent with  itself.  In  the  custom  and 
doctrine  which  we  have  just  considered,  a 
dying  Jew  is  taught  to  hope  that  he  shall  be 
delivered  from  that  place  of  torment,  whither 
he  is  going,  either  on  account  of  his  son's 
prayers,  or  on  account  of  his  Jewish  origin. 
But  on  his  death-bed  he  is  taught  to  believe 
that  his  death  will  be  an  atonement  for  his 
sins,  for  in  his  dying  confession,  these  words 
are  put  into  his  mouth  : — 

"  But  if  the  time  of  my  visitation  to  death 
be  near,  O  let  my  death  be  an  expiation  for 
all  my  sins,  iniquities,  and  transgressions, 
wherein  I  have  sinned,  offended,  and  trans- 
gressed against  thee,  from  the  day  of  my 
existence."  These  two  doctrines  are  plainly 
contrary  the  one  to  the  other.  If  death  be  an 
atonement  for  all  sins,  then,  when  it  is  once 
suffered,  all  these  sins  are  forgiven,  and  there 
is  no  need  of  further  punishment  in  hell  for 
twelve  months.  But  if  this  further  punish- 
ment be  infiicted,  then  the  death  of  the 
individual  is  not  an  atonement  for  his  sins. 
The  Jew  may  choose  which  of  these  hopes  he 
pleases ;  but  whichever  he  may  assert  to  be 
true,  the  other  is  necessarily  false  ;  and  if  one 
be  false,  then  the  oral  law  teaches  falsehood, 
and  cannot  be  depended  upon  with  respect  to 
the  other.  There  is,  then,  in  these  two  state- 
ments, a  glaring  inconsistency,  which  makes 
them  both  suspicious  in  themselves :  and  the 
Word  of  God  is  as  opposed  to  this  last  state- 
ment, as  to  the  former.  The  Bible  represents 
death  as  a  consequence  and  punishment  of 
Adam's  sin,  not  as  an  atonement :    and  hence 


it  is  that  infants  die,  who  have  never  commits 
ted  actual  sin,  and  do  not  need  an  atonement 
on  that  account.  Death  is,  therefore,  a  punish- 
ment, and  that  which  is  a  punishment  can 
never  be  an  atonement.  The  dying  Jew,  then, 
if  he  be  a  reasonable  man,  has  no  hope  that 
can  yield  him  peace  and  consolation  in  that 
solemn  hour.  He  prays  that  his  death  may 
atone  for  his  sins,  and  yet  believes  the  very 
contrary — that  he  is  going  down  to  the  place 
of  the  damned,  and  that  his  son  will  have  to 
undertake  the  work  of  his  redemption.  How 
any  thoughtful  man,  especially  how  any 
Israelite  who  has  read  the  Law  and  the  Pro- 
phets, can  be  content  with  such  a  religion,  we 
cannot  comprehend.  The  very  essence  of 
religion,  the  very  consideration  that  gives  it 
any  value,  is  the  comfort  which  it  affords  to 
the  departing  sinner.  If  it  cannot  soothe, 
support,  and  comfort  him  in  the  hour  of  death, 
it  is  not  worth  the  having.  The  Christian  faith 
is  very  different,  and,  in  our  opinion,  far  more 
in  accordance  with  the  Old  Testament.  We 
believe,  in  the  first  place,  that  there  is  a  full 
and  perfect  pardon  for  all  sins  by  the  atone- 
ment of  the  Messiah,  so  that  the  sinner  who 
dies  in  repentance  and  faith,  is  delivered  from 
all  punishment  and  other  consequences  of  sin, 
and  enters  at  once  into  the  abodes  of  the 
blessed,  there  to  await  the  morning  of  the 
resurrection.  The  Old  Testament  promised 
that  Messiah  should  bear  our  sins.  The  New 
Testament  tells  us  that  He  has  borne  them, 
and  that  therefore  we  can  "  now  be  justified 
from  all  things  from  which  we  could  not  be 
justified  by  the  law  of  Moses,"  (Acts  xiii. 
38,  39.)  It  tells  us  that  *'  God  made  Him 
to  be  sin  for  us,  who  knew  no  sin  ;  that  we 
might  be  made  the  righteousness  of  God  in 
him"  (2  Cor.  v.  21 )  ;  and  "  that  if  any  man 
sin,  we  have  an  advocate  with  the  Father, 
Jesus,  the  Messiah,  the  Righteous ;  and  he 
is  the  propitiation  for  our  sins :  and  not  for 
ours  only,  but  also  for  the  sins  of  the  whole 
world."  (1  John  ii.  1,  2.)  We  believe, 
therefore,  that  Messiah  has  borne  all  that  we 
ought  to  have  borne,  as  the  Prophet  says— 

"  The  chastisement  of  our  peace  was  upon 
him,  and  with  his  stripes  we  are  healed," 
(Isaiah  liii.  5,)  and  that  now  we  are  delivered. 
There  is  no  twelvemonth  of  torment  awaiting 
those  whom  Messiah  has  redeemed,  neither 
do  we  trust  in  our  own  death  as  a  possible 
atonement.  Our  hope  is  firmly  fixed,  and, 
therefore,  though  sinners,  we  can  die  in 
peace,  resting  on  the  salvation  which  God 
himself  hath  wrought,  in  no  fear  of  the  tor- 
ments of  the  damned,  but  humbly  expecting, 
for  the  IMessiah's  sake,  to  be  admitted  into 
the  mansions  of  the  blessed.  Resting  on  this 
hope,  the  Christian  can  say,  "  To  me  to  live  is 
Christ,  and  to  die  is  gain."  (PhUip.  i.  21.) 
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Be  can  look  forward  from  death  to  the  glorious 
consummation,  as  St.  Paul  did,  who,  when 
the  hour  of  his  martyrdom  approached,  was 
enabled  to  say,  "  I  am  now  ready  to  be 
offered,  and  the  time  of  my  departure  is  at 
hand.  I  have  fought  a  good  fight ;  I  have 
finished  my  course ;  I  have  kept  the  faith : 
henceforth  there  is  laid  up  for  me  a  crown  of 
righteousness,  which  the  Lord,  the  righteous 
Judge,  shall  give  me  at  that  day ;  and  not  to 
me  only,  but  unto  all  them  also  that  love  his 
appearing. "  The  Christian  expects  after  death 
not  to  spend  twelve  dreary  months  in  hell, 
"  For  we  know  that  if  our  earthly  house  of 
this  tabernacle  were  dissolved,  we  have  a 
building  of  God,  an  house  not  made  with 
hands,  eternal  in  the  heavens.  For  in  this  we 
groan,  earnestly  desiring  to  be  clothed  upon 
with  our  house  which  is  from  heaven  :  if  so 
be,  that  being  clothol,  wc  shall  not  be  found 
naked.  For  we  that  are  in  this  tabernacle  do 
groan,  being  burdened :  not  for  that  we  would 
be  unclothed,  but  clothed  upon,  that  mortality 
might  be  swallowed  up  of  life."  (2  Cor.  v. 
1 — 4.)  Such  is  the  hope  which  Christianity 
holds  out,  and  it  is  hardly  necessary  to  prove 
that  it  is  more  satisfactory,  and  more  calculated 
to  convey  peace  to  the  conscience  of  a  dying 
believer,  than  the  dread  prospect  of  twelve 
months'  sojourn  in  the  place  of  torment. 
This  in  itself  proves,  that  Christianity  is 
greatly  superior  to  Judaism,  and  even  afibrds 
a  presumption  tliat  Christianity  is  true. 
Reason  tells  us,  that  if  God  has  given  a 
revelation  at  all,  that  revelation  must  contain 
the  way  of  obtaining  pardon  for  sins,  and  be 
able  to  administer  consolation  to  the  dying. 
In  this  respect  Judaism  fails.  It  promises 
forgiveness  and  justification  to  a  tliousand 
ceremonial  observances,  but  in  the  hour  of 
man's  extremity,  it  tells  him  that  there  is  no 
way  of  pardon,  but  that  he  must  go  down 
into  torment,  and  expiate  his  sins  by  actual 
suffering.  This  system  cannot,  therefore,  be 
of  God.    Christianity,  on  the  contrary,  has  the 


first  great  essential  in  rdigton  ;  it  informs  mari 
how  he  can  obtain  forgiveness,  and  tells  him 
how  to  die  in  peace;  and  the  system  of 
pardon  and  consolation  which  it  proposes,  is  in 
exact  accordance  with  the  doctrine  of  Moses 
and  the  prophets.  Moses  promises  pardon  to 
an  atoning  sacrifice.  Isaiah  says,  that  Mes- 
siah is  to  be  the  true  atonement ;  and  Chris- 
tianity rests  upon  these  two  principles.  The 
Jew  himself  must  admit,  that  our  hope  has 
at  least  a  strong  appearance  of  truth,  and  that 
we  have  the  letter  of  the  Old  Testament  in 
our  favour.  We  have,  therefore,  more  reason 
to  trust  to  Christianity,  than  he  has  for  resting 
on  Judaism,  which  has  not  even  a  semblance 
of  proof,  and  is  as  far  from  the  letter  as  from 
the  spirit  of  the  Old  Testament.  We  would 
earnestly  request  of  every  Jev/  to  consider 
what  is  his  hope  in  death,  and  what  is  his  pros- 
pect after  it  ?  Can  he  be  content  with  that 
which  Judaism  offers  ?  Can  he  be  liappy  in 
the  prospect  of  twelve  months'  torment  ?  Or, 
can  the  repetition  of  Kaddish  afford  him  any 
hope  of  liberation  from  that  place,  whither  his 
sins  have  brought  him  ? 

He  cannot  pretend  to  have  any  warrant 
from  Scripture.  Where  does  Moses  tell  a 
Jewish  child  to  say  Kaddish  for  his  deceased 
parent,  or  that  the  saying  of  it  will  deliver 
the  soul  from  the  grasp  of  Divine  justice? 
And  reason  does  not  offer  a  greater  measure 
of  consolation.  Reason  says  plainly,  either 
that  the  deceased  is  guilty  or  not  guilty ; 
either,  therefore,  justice  demands  that  he 
should  be  punished  or  delivered.  Tu  the  one 
case  the  prayer  is  unavailing,  in  the  other  un- 
necessary. Reason  says  that  God  either 
pardons  or  punishes ;  but  that  there  is  no 
middle  way.  Judaism  then  offers  a  hope 
equally  unwarranted  by  reason  and  Scripture, 
and  thus  forsaking  a  poor  sinner  in  the  hour 
of  his  extremity,  is  not  worthy  of  the  profes- 
sion of  any  one  who  uses  his  reason,  or 
reveres  the  Word  of  God. 
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The  object  of  our  late  numbers  has  been 
to  point  out  the  inconsistency  and  precarious- 
ness  of  the  various  hopes,  which  the  oral  law 
holds  out  to  its  advocates,  and  the  consequent 
inadequacy  of  a  religion  which  leaves  its  pro- 
fessors without  a  reasonable  hope  of  eternal 
happiness.  In  the  course  of  our  observations, 
the  subject  of  almsgiving  twice  presented 
itself  prominently  to  our  notice;  first,  as  a 
means  of  compensating  for  the  sins  and  omis- 
sions of  the  past  year ;  and  secondly,  as  a  means 
of  promoting  the  repose  of  departed  souls ; 
from  which  it  appears  that  the  oral  law  consi- 
ders this  duty  as  most  important  and  benefi- 
cial both  to  the  living  and  the  dead.  The 
object  of  the  present  paper  shall  therefore  be, 
to  inquire  into  the  Rabbinic  doctrine  of  alms- 
giving, and  to  compare  it  with  the  law  and 
the  prophets.  The  duty  and  extent  of  alms- 
giving are  thus  defined  :  — 

'm  iQx:i  inr-  ^m  iimm  -i3  in  npinm  id^oi  ^b  1^^ 
i:r)D  V3'»  n'b^r^^  'c-piD  -os-  nKiirr  '"^di  :  -|D3^  yna 

TTQ  'lib  ',  ]V2Vir^  yna^  -ji'  n«  yispn  «'7V  "jni'? 
mD3  ^b  yn  D^<  •  iy  ]tvb  m«jn  nn«  'orn  icn^ 
^b  ]^x  Dx  •  "lb  p^p  n^n  --bD  ^b  ]'«  d«  •  imx  d'odd 

'3rn  m  hxa   1211  n^n  i^dx  •  -©vb  nm« 

n  iD^^^D  V2Db  yi-ib  ini^i  rbj?  niDib  did  ^b  p^p 

•  ntJN  Ls^'o^nb  Miu  DW  :  "nir'r!?  rrnjjQ  nn^  ^^i^i 
■in^i  itt^^rD-ajn  'b:i  bDi  n^n  ib  D'i"'i?QT  n^n  ib  ]n3it? 
n^  |^«i  "niDnn  n  b^^^i  ^2rn  «i :  n^^x  ^b  ^^«^\i;q  -js 
n^'cnn  ni-  no^i  n^  njM^n  >dd  ib  ]'2m:  n:itt."'D  pi3n 

"  It  is  an  affirmative  precept  to  give  alms 
to  the  poor  of  Israel,  according  as  the  poor 
have  need,  if  in  the  power  of  the  giver ;  for  it 
is  said,  '  Thou  shall  open  thine  hand  wide  to 
him,'  (Deut,  xv.  8) ;  and  again,  '  Thou  shalt 
relieve  him,  a  proselyte*  or  a  sojourner,  that 
he  may  live  with  thee ; '  and  again,  *  That 
thy  brother  may  live  with  thee.'  (Lev.  xxv. 
35,  36.)  Whosoever  sees  a  poor  man  beg- 
ging, and  shuts  his  eyes  against  him,  and 
does  not  give  him  alms,  transgresses  a  nega- 
tive precept ;  for  it  ia  said,  '  Thou  shalt  not 

*  l/itfrsiHy,  "  a  5tr;ingcv." 


harden  thine  heart  nor  shut  thine  hand  from 
thy  poor  brother.'  (Dcut.  xv.  70  Accord- 
ing as  the  poor  hath  need,  thou  art  com- 
manded to  give.  If  he  has  no  clothing,  he  is 
to  be  clothed  ;  if  he  has  no  furniture,  it  is  to 
be  bought  for  him ;  if  he  has  no  wife,  he  is  to 
be  helped  to  marry  one;  if  a  woman,  she  is 
to  be  assisted  in  getting  a  husband  :  yea,  if 
it  had  been  the  poor  man's  custom  to  ride 
upon  a  horse,  and  to  have  a  servant  running 
before  him — but  he  is  now  come  down  in  the 
world, — it  is  a  duty  to  buy  him  a  horse  to 
ride,  and  a  servant  to  run  before  him,  for  it  is 
said,  *  Suflicient  for  his  need,  in  that  which 
he  wanteth,'  (Deut.  xv.  8) ;  and  thou  art 
commanded  perfectly  to  relieve  his  want,  but 
not  to  make  him  rich.  If  an  orphan  apply 
for  assistance  in  order  to  marry,  it  is  a  duty 
to  hire  a  house  for  him,  and  to  provide  all 
necessary  furniture,  and  afterwards  to  help 
him  to  marry.  If  a  poor  man  come  and  ask 
for  relief,  and  the  giver  has  not  as  much  as  he 
wants,  he  ought  to  give  what  his  means 
afford.  How  much  ?  He  that  gives  a  fifth 
of  his  property  fulfils  the  commandment  v?  elL 
He  that  gives  one  part  in  ten  fulfils  it  in  a 
middling  manner.  He  that  gives  less  must 
be  regarded  as  a  person  with  an  evil  eye." 
(Hilchoth  Matt'noth  Aniim,  cvii.  1—5.)  In 
this  definition  of  the  nature  and  extent  of  the 
duty  of  almsgiving,  there  is  much  that  is 
good  and  worthy  of  our  admiration,  especially 
in  this  selfish  and  money-loving  age,  when 
poverty  is  regarded,  if  not  punished,  as  a 
crime,  and  the  poor  are,  by  many,  considered 
as  unworthy  of  all  domestic  comfort.  With= 
out  binding  ourselves  to  the  approval  of  all 
the  details  here  specified,  we  must  acknow- 
ledge, that  the  spirit  of  this  passage  is  agree- 
able to  the  idea  of  true  charity,  and,  if  univer- 
sally acted  upon,  would  do  more  for  the  hap- 
piness of  mankind  than  some  theories  now 
afloat.  But  though  ready  to  admire  and  to 
acknowledge  the  general  beauty  and  excel- 
lence of  this  passage,  we  must  also  remark 
that  the  main  feature  of  charity  is,  by  the 
Rabbinical  system,  excluded.  God  commands 
that  this  help  should  extend  beyond  the  nar- 
row limits  of  selfishness  and  nationality,  to 
"  the  stranger  and  the  sojourner,"  but  the 
oral  law  neutralizes  the  mercifulness  of  God's 
commandment  by  making  the  word  stranger 
signify  a  proselyte  to  Judaism.  The  original 
Hebrew    word    'm    (Gcr)    plainly   means   a 
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stranger,  as  may  be  seen  in  the  words  of 
Moses — 

:  cni?D  p«3  on^^n  Dna  ^3  inn  n«  cnin^i 
"  Love  ye  therefore  the  stranger ;    for  ye 
were  strangers  in  the  land  of  Egypt."  (Deut. 
X.  19.)     It  is  certain  that  the  Israelites  were 
not  proselytes,  but  strangers;  this  word,  Ger, 
therefore,    signifies   stranger,   not  proselyte; 
and  yet  the  oral  law  says  that  no  one  can  be  a 
Ger  without  sacrifice,  circumcision  and  bap- 
tism, or  now,  that  there  is  no  temple,  without 
the  two  last  requisites. 
nb^nni  Th"Q  nni?  ]i'sp  d\13  ]^x«  ntn  pm 
^nto  «bi  b'osa  -13  :  pip  x'l'  '<::-rp'OT\  rri  ':i^^y3i 

"  At  the  present  time  when  there  is  no 
sacrifice,  circumcision  and  baptism  are  neces- 
sary, and  when  the  temple  is  rebuilt,  he  must 
bring  a  sacrifice.  A  Ger  who  is  circumcised 
but  not  baptized,  or  baptized  but  not  circum- 
cised, is  not  a  Ger,  until  he  be  both  baptized 
and  circumcised."  (Hilchoth  Issure  Biah, 
c.  xiii.  5,  6.)  This  Rabbinical  definition  of 
what  is  meant  by  Ger,  restricts  the  exercise  of 
charity  within  a  much  narrower  limit  than  that 
prescribed  by  God,  and  does,  in  fact,  destroy 
one  of  the  most  beautiful  features  of  the  Mosaic 
law,  namely,  the  merciful  provision  which  it 
makes  for  tlie  relief  of  the  stranger.  The  law 
of  Moses  has  the  spirit  of  its  divine  Author. 
He  calls  himself  "  a  jealous  God,"  and  it 
may  well  be  called  a  jealous  law,  watching 
carefully  over  every  departure  from  truth,  and 
punishing  it  rigorously:  and  yet,  like  God 
himself,  this  just  jealousy  is  tempered  with 
mercy,  and  beams  with  love.  The  oral  law, 
on  the  contrary,  is  an  envious  and  vindictive 
code,  and  its'  zeal  degenerates  into  narrow- 
hearted  bigotry.  It  would  not  only  punish 
the  idolater,  but  exclude  every  stranger  from 
the  pale  of  charity,  unless  he  be  a  proselyte ; 
and  an  Israelite  too,  if  he  had  in  any  wise 
dared  to  transgress  the  Rabbinical  commands. 
A  remarkable  instance  of  this  hatred,  to  those 
whom  it  considers  apostates,  occurs  in  these 
laws  respecting  almsgiving.  The  oral  law 
says,  that  the  most  meritorious  exercise  of 
charity  is,  the  ransoming  of  captives. 

D^ii'o  pnDD  nbna  mi?D 
*'  The  ransoming  of  captives  goes  before  the 
feeding  and  clothing  of  the  poor,  and  there  is 
no  commandment  so  great  as  this."  (Hil- 
choth Matt'noth  Aniim,  c.  8.)  And  yet  if  a 
brother  Israelite  should  deviate  from  the  Rab- 
binical commands,  the  oral  law  makes  it  un- 
lawful to  ransom  him,  at  the  same  time  that 
it  enjoins  the  ransom  of  a  slave  if  he  be  a 
proselyte. 
mijn  v'ji?  "jipi  mil!?  nin'?  bv^^  b^xin  rri'©!'©  ni2^ 

13  «svDi  D'^Dnb  n'ja:  b3i«  n^nin  p:3  nn«  T\y:^i± 

:  irmD"?  -nD« 

"  A  slave  who  is  in  captivity  because  he 


has  received  the  baptism  of  slaves,  and  taken 
upon  himself  the  commandments,  is  to  be 
redeemed.  But  as  to  a  captive  who  has  altered 
even  one  commandment,  if  for  instance  he  has 
eaten  forbidden  food  in  order  to  vex,  it  is  for- 
bidden to  ransom  such  an  one."  (Ibid.) 
Thus  the  oral  law  forbids  all  compassion  even 
to  an  Israelite,  if  he  is  not  of  the  Rabbinic 
religion.  The  conduct  which  it  prescribes 
towards  poor  Gentiles,  "  for  the  sake  of  the 
ways  of  peace,"  Dlb^  ^im  ^:DD,  we  have  con- 
sidered long  since ;  but  the  prohibition  to 
receive  alms  of  the  Gentiles,  deserves  notice 
here,  as  it  furnishes  another  proof  of  the  con- 
tracted views  of  the  rabbles,  and  the  falsehood 
of  the  oral  law. 

□n^rr  p  iin  in  i-jbDi  •  nmo  rrt  nrr  ns'^iJi  nn^n 

T\t)i  n'""):  '^ir-b  pri  i:?Dn  f^>1£i^:,  vbvi  •  mD'"?n  Dibtt) 

"  It  is  unlawful  for  an  Israelite  to  receive 
alms  from  the  Gentiles  openly.  But  if  he 
cannot  live  by  the  alms  of  Israel,  and  cannot 
receive  it  from  the  Gentiles  privately,  then  it 
is  lawful.  If  a  king  or  prince  of  the  Gentiles 
sends  money  to  Israel  as  alms,  it  is  not  to  be 
returned,  on  account  of  the  peace  of  the  king- 
dom. On  the  contrary,  it  is  to  be  received, 
but  it  is  to  be  given  to  the  poor  of  the  Gentiles 
privately,  so  that  the  king  may  not  hear  of  it." 
(Ibid.)  Here  the  oral  law  endeavours  to  per- 
vert that  kindly  feeling  which  should  exist 
between  all  the  families  of  man,  and  spurns  a 
demonstration  even  of  love,  because  it  comes 
from  a  man  of  a  different  reHgion.  At  the 
same  time  its  authors  had  not  the  moral  cou- 
rage to  do  this  openly  and  honestly,  and  if 
need  be,  suffer  for  conscience  sake.  They 
command  that  the  proffered  alms  should  be 
taken  from  the  king,  as  if  they  intended  to  de- 
vote it  to  the  object  for  which  he  gave  it,  and 
then  privately  to  apply  to  a  totally  different 
purpose.  This  want  of  good  faith  shows 
abundantly  that  the  oral  law  does  not  come 
from  the  God  of  truth.  The  narrow  bigotry 
of  the  system  thus  neutralises  all  the  individual 
trials  of  excellence  which  the  oral  law  contains. 
They  appear  beautiful  only  when  viewed  apart 
from  their  context,  but  the  moment  we  view 
them  in  relation  to  the  other  parts  of  Rabbin- 
ism,  their  beauty  is  gone.  Thus  the  duty 
and  extent  of  almsgiving,  as  prescribed  by 
the  oral  law,  at  first  sight  appears  admirable ; 
but  the  narrow  spirit  of  bigotry  by  which  it  is 
circumscribed,  totally  destroys  its  moral  value 
in  the  sight  of  God  and  man.  Almsgiving 
is  lovely  only  when  it  is  the  offspring  of  charity. 
God  looks  not  at  the  mere  outward  act  of 
giving  money,  but  at  the  heart,  and  if  there 
be  no  love  there,  almsgiving  is  valueless  in 
his  sight.  Ami  how  can  any  one  pretend 
that  there  is  a  grain  of  true  God-like  charity 


in  a  system  which  turns  stranger  into  proselyte, 
prohibits  to  help  a  brother  because  he  is  not  of 
our  own  religious  sentiments,  and  refuses  even 
to  receive  a  kindness  from  one  of  a  different 
religion  ?  Just  contrast  this  with  the  Chris- 
tian doctrine,  "  Love  your  enemies,  bless 
them  that  curse  you,  do  good  to  them  that 
hate  you,  and  pray  for  them  which  despitefully 
use  you,  and  persecute  you ;  that  ye  may  be 
the  children  of  your  Father  which  is  in  heaven : 
for  he  maketh  his  sun  to  rise  on  the  evil  and 
on  the  good,  and  sendeth  rain  on  the  just  and 
the  unjust.  For  if  ye  love  them  which  love 
you,  what  reward  have  ye  ?  Do  not  even  the 
publicans  the  same  ?  And  if  ye  salute  your 
brethren  only,  what  do  ye  more  than  others  ? 
Do  not  even  the  publicans  so  ?  Be  ye  there- 
fore perfect,  even  as  your  Father  which  is  in 
heaven  is  perfect."     (Matt.  v.  44—48.) 

But  the  oral  law  not  only  preverts  and  fal- 
sifies the  true  doctrine  concerning  charity, 
but  also  misleads  its  followers  by  teaching 
them  to  think  that  almsgiving  is  a  peculiarly 
meritorious  act,  and  will  atone  for  other  trans- 
gressions. Thus  it  is  said — 
mi?a  b'210  inv  npn;?  mi^ni  nmnb  i^n  p"n 

•  T}pT2  nwi'b  V31  n^<  m^'  "nuf?  po"?  vn^^v  '3 

«^N  ]'b.y33  bi<?i\i3>  f  «i  •  '33i3n  npi-^i  -i'D«3\D  npii?i 
:  npiiJi  n"'n^T  men  tcd\i3qi  p':?  io«2tD  rtpT^i 
"  We  are  bound  to  be  more  careful  respect- 
ing this  commandment  of  alms  than  about 
any  other  of  all  the  affirmative  precepts,  for 
almsgiving  is  a  characteristic  of  the  righteous 
seed  of  our  father  Abraham,  as  it  is  said,  'I 
know  him  that  he  will  command  his  children 
to  do  alms.'  "  (Gen.  xviii.  19).  By  almsgiving 
alone  it  is  that  the  throne  of  Israel  is  es- 
tablished, and  that  the  law  of  truth  standeth, 
for  it  is  said  '  by  alms  (literally  in  righteous- 
ness) thou  shalt  be  established.'  (Isaiah  liv. 
14j.  By  alms  alone  it  is  that  Israel  shall  be 
delivered,  for  it  is  said  '  Zion  shall  be  re- 
deemed with  judgment,  and  her  converts  with 
alms  (righteousness).'  (Isaiah  1.  27.)  (Ibid.  c. 
X.  I.)  According  to  this  doctrine,  the  man 
who  gives  alms  has  the  merit  of  upholding 
truth  in  the  world  and  helping  to  deliver 
Israel  from  captivity.  But  the  following 
passage  tells  us  that  it  will  deliver  from  the 
punishment  which  he  deserves,  and  which  is 
already  impending  over  his  head  : — 

"Almsgiving  annuls  the  evil  decrees,  and 
in  famine  it  delivers  from  death,  as  happened 
to  the  widow  of  Sarepta."  (Joreh  Deah,  347-) 
And  hence  it  is  that,  as  we  have  seen,  at  the 
approach  of  the  New  Year  the  llabbinists 
practise  almsgiving  abundantly,  and  also,  that 
the  survivors  offer  for  the  repose  of  the  souls  of 
their  deceased  relations.     The  tendency  of  this 


doctrine  is  obviously  pernicious,  for  it  eiu 
courages  men  to  persist  in  sin,  under  the  idea 
that  almsgiving  will  compensate  for  all  other 
deficiencies.  The  doctrine  itself  is  positively 
false.  Where  does  the  law  of  Moses  say  that 
almsgiving  can  purchase  forgiveness  ?  Moses 
requires  obedience  to  all  the  commandments, 
and  he  enjoins  the  practice  of  charity  to  the 
poor,  but  he  denounces  wrath  against  all  trans- 
gression.  The  doctrine  of  Moses  is  not,  that 
obedience  to  one  command  will  compensate 
for  disobedience  to  another,  but  that  disobedi- 
ence to  one  command  will  make  obedience  to 
others  of  none  effect.  The  doctrine  that  the 
giving  of  money  to  the  poor  can  change  the 
course  of  God's  judgment,  or  alter  this  sen- 
tence, is  very  little  short  of  blasphemy :  for  it 
represents  him  as  an  unjust  judge  who  can  be 
bribed,  whose  severity  can  be  bought  off,  and 
whose  favour  can  be  purchased  with  money. 
A  more  degrading  view  of  the  Divine  character 
can  scarcely  be  imagined.  Such  conduct  in  a 
human  judge  would  stamp  him  with  infamy, 
and  cannot  possibly  be  true  of  Him  who  is  a 
God  of  truth  and  justice.  This  one  feature 
of  Rabbinic  religion  is  sufficient  to  prove  that 
it  is  the  invention  of  men,  and  of  men  too  with- 
out any  very  exalted  notion  of  justice  and  equity. 

Besides,  this  view  of  almsgiving  takes  away 
all  the  virtue  of  obedience  and  love  to  God, 
and  turns  it  into  a  mere  mercenary  transaction. 
The  great  beauty  of  almsgiving  is  that  it  pro- 
ceeds from  love  to  God  and  man,  and  that  its 
motives  be  mercy  and  obedience.  But  the 
man,  who  gives  alms  in  order  to  atone  for 
other  transgressions,  or  to  avert  the  punish- 
ment which  he  deserves,  is  not  performing  an 
act  either  of  obedience  or  charity,  he  is  simply 
making  a  purchase  and  driving  a  bargain 
which  is  much  to  his  advantage.  He  has  got 
money,  and  with  that  money  he  can  buy  a 
house,  or  a  horse,  or  deliverance  from  punish- 
ment. It  is,  therefore,  a  simple  question  of 
interest.  He  considers  which  will  be  the 
most  profitable  investment  of  his  money,  and 
if  he  decide  that  deliverance  from  God's  wrath 
is  the  most  advantageous,  he  lays  it  out  in 
almsgiving.  Obedience,  or  love  to  God  or 
man,  is  here  altogether  out  of  the  question. 
Can  any  one,  who  has  got  the  law  and  the 
prophets  in  his  hands,  imagine  that  such  a 
doctrine  can  come  from  God  ?  or  can  any 
reasonable  being  suppose,  that  escape  from 
God's  wrath,  or  the  enjoyment  of  his  favour 
depends  not  upon  man's  moral  worth,  but 
upon  his  ability  to  give  alms :  in  a  word, 
that  his  salvation  depends  not  upon  the  state 
of  his  heart,  but  the  laying  out  of  his  money  ? 
This  one  doctrine,  if  thoroughly  believed  and 
acted  upon,  would  overturn  the  whole  law  of 
JMoses,  and  offer  life  not  to  the  obedient,  but 
to  the  moneyed. 

In  this  doctrine  of  almsgiving,  however,  the 
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oral  law  errs  at  the  very  founcbtion.  It  has 
chosen  the  Hebrew  word  npi;?  to  stand  for 
"almsgiving,"  whereas  its  true  signification 
is  "righteousness,"  as  maybe  easily  proved 
by  reference  to  passages  where  it  cannot  pos- 
sibly signify  "  almsgiving,"  as  for  instance — 

"  And  it  shall  be  our  righteousness  (not 
our  almsgiving),  if  we  observe  to  do  all  these 
commandments  before  the  Lord  our  God  as 
he  hath  commanded  us."  (Deut.  vi.  25.) 
Here  npi-^i  cannot  possibly  signify  almsgiving. 
And  again, 

"  And  he  believed  in  the  Lord ;  and  he 
counted  it  to  him  for  righteousness  (not  for 
almsgiving.)"  (Gen.  xv.  6.)    And  again, 

"O  Lord,  righteousness  belongeth  unto 
thee,  but  unto  us  confusion  of  face"  (Dan. 
ix.  7)?  where  it  is  impossible  to  say  that 
"  Almsgiving  belongeth  unto  the  Lord." 
The  oral  law  is  therefore  guilty  of  perverting 
the  meaning  of  one  of  the  plainest  and  most 
commonly  repeated  words  in  the  Bible,  and  of 
course  of  thereby  giving  an  erroneous  sense  to 
the  passages  where  it  occurs.  Thus  it  says, 
as  we  have  seen  above,  *'that  by  almsgiving 
the  throne  of  Israel  is  established  and  the  law 
of  truth  staudeth,"  and  it  proves  this  asser- 
tion by  referring  to  a  verse  of  Isaiah,  where 
the  word  irrpli?  occurs,  and  which  signifies 
"  by  righteousness  shalt  thou  be  established," 
but  which  it  perverts  to  mean  "  by  alms- 
giving thou  shalt  be  established."  Here  then 
the  oral  law  is  plainly  convicted  of  falsifying 
the  Word  of  God,  and  perverting  its  meaning 
in  order  to  serve  its  own  purposes  and  favour 
its  own  false  doctrine.  To  teach  false  doc- 
trine is  bad  enough,  but  to  pervert  the  plain 
sense  of  Scripture  is  a  great  deal  worse. 
Either  charge,  if  proved,  would  be  sufficient 
to  prove  that  the  oral  law  is  a  false  religion, 
but  here  both  charges  are  proved  together. 
The  oral  law  here  teaches  that  almsgiving  can 
do  that  which  it  cannot  do,  namely,  bribe 
God  to  have  mercy  ;  and  it  supports  its  false 
doctrine  by  interpreting  npi:^  to  signify  ''alms- 


giving," whereas  it  plainly  signifies  '*righte= 
ousncss."  A  religion  guilty  of  such  error 
cannot  be  from  God.  It  is  for  the  Jews,  then, 
to  consider  whether  they  will  persist  in  up- 
holding the  truth  of  a  system  which  opposes 
the  doctrines  of  Moses  and  the  prophets,  and 
perverts  the  Word  of  God.  The  great  boast 
of  the  Jews  is,  that  they  are  faithful  to  Moses 
and  to  the  rehgion  of  Moses ;  but  this  boast 
is  vain  so  long  as  they  profess  Judaism.  If 
Moses  were  to  rise  from  the  dead,  and  get  the 
oral  law  into  his  hands,  he  would  not  be  able 
to  recognise  it  as  the  religion  which  he  left  to 
Israel.  And,  as  to  the  commands  about 
almsgiving,  he  would  not  be  able  even  to 
translate  them,  for  in  his  time  rtpi'^i  signified 
righteousness. 

The  Prophet  Isaiah  would  feel  equal  as- 
tonishment if  he  were  to  return  and  learn,  that 
the  oral  law  quoted  him  as  an  authority  for 
the  assertion,  that  Zion  is  to  be  redeemed,  not 
with  righteousness,  but  with  almsgiving.  And 
we  doubt  not  that  both  ]\Ioses  and  Isaiah 
would  protest  as  earnestly  as  we  do  against  a 
doctrine  based  upon  perversion.  But  it  is  ex- 
traordinary, if  the  Rabbinists  really  believe 
their  own  doctrine,  that  Israel  can  be  delivered 
from  captivity  by  almsgiving,  that  they  should 
set  any  bounds  to  their  liberality,  or  ever  stop 
giving,  until  the  desired  redemption  be  cflected. 
If  their  doctrine  be  true,  then  all  that  they  so 
earnestly  pray  for,  is  entirely  in  their  own 
power.  They  Icnow  the  means,  and  they  pos- 
sess the  means  of  terminating  this  long  cap- 
tivity. They  need  only  to  give  a  sufficiency 
of  alms,  and,  according  to  the  oral  law,  even 
Zion  itself  shall  be  delivered.  How  extraor- 
dinary then,  that  they  should  have  suffered  so 
many  centuries  of  m.isery  to  pass  over  their 
heads,  and  left  their  brethren  to  endure  such 
calamities,  when  liberality  in  almsgiving  could 
have  put  a  period  to  all  their  sorrows.  We 
think  too  highly  of  Israel's  charity  to  suppose 
for  a  moment  that  they  would  hesitate  to  make 
the  sacrifice,  if  they  were  persuaded  of  its 
efficacy.  We  must  therefore  infer,  that  they 
do  not  believe  in  the  doctrine,  and  ask  them, 
why  do  they  profess  a  religion  in  which  they 
do  not  believe  ? 
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The  great  test  of  a  man's  faith  in,  and 
love  to,  liis  religion,  is  liis  practice.  If  a  man 
live  in  open  and  perpetual  transgression  of 
its  commands,  no  profession  caa  satisfy  us 
that  he  is  in  earnest,  or  that  he  really  believes 
what  his  creed  confesses.  Now  let  the  ad- 
vocates of  the  oral  law  examine  themselves  by 
this  test.  They  profess  to  believe  in,  and 
to  love  the  law  of  Moses;  and  their  great 
boast  is,  that  Moses  is  their  master,  and  that 
they  are  his  disciples,  but  do  they  prove  the 
reality  of  their  faith  by  their  obedience  ? 
They  sometimes  tax  Christians  with  incon- 
sistency in  professing  to  believe  in  Moses, 
and  yet  in  neglecting  the  observance  of  certain 
ceremonial  observances  ;  but  are  they  them- 
selves more  careful  and  less  guilty  in  this 
matter  ?  We  do  not  mean  to  allude  to  the 
weightier  matters  of  the  law,  love  to  God 
and  man :  that  is  a  question  for  the  con- 
science, not  a  subject  for  controversy,  but  we 
refer  to  some  mere  external  matters,  easy  of 
observance,  and  open  to  the  cognizance  of 
every  man.  Moses  and  the  prophets  have 
commanded  that  the  priests,  the  Levites, 
on'i'n  D^DnDrt,  should  be  the  teachers  of  the 
law,  and  that  from  them  the  people  should 
learn.  IVIoses  does  not  say  one  \?ord  about 
rabbics  or  wise  men,  D'')3Dn,  but  restricts  the 
office  of  teaching  to  the  priests,  the  Levites  : 
now,  do  the  modern  Jews  obey  Closes  in  this 
respect  ?  Who  are  their  teachers  of  religion, 
and  from  whom  do  they  learn?  Arc  the 
priests  and  the  Levites,  the  teachers  of  Israel, 
as  Moses  commanded,  or  are  they  taught  by 
their  rabbies  and  Chachamim,  of  whom  Moses 
does  not  say  one  syllable  ? 

We  assert,  that  JMoses  has  commanded  that 
the  priests,  the  Levites,  should  be  the  reli- 
gious tcaclicrs  in  Israel,  and  in  proof  we  refer 
to  the  words  of  JMoses  himself.  In  the  tenth 
chapter  of  «"ip^l,  Leviticus,  he  thus  writes  :  — 
riM-n  ^x  -iDci  ]•"'  :  tox"?  pn«  Sis-  mn^  inn 
"ininn  xb"!  '^^'•^'Q  bT\i^  b«  c^ivnn  "jnx  yiy)  nnx 
•jinn  ]^2T  v^^pn  ;n  b'i2rn>  :  o^'mmb  Dbn>  npn 

:  TWO  nu  \D'r\bii  mn^  im  -iin«  D^nn  b'2 
"  And  the  Lord  spake  unto  Aaron,  saying. 
Do  not  drink  v/ine  nor  strong  drink,  thou  nor 
th'y  sons  with  thee,  when  ye  go  into  the  taber- 
nacle of  the  congregation,  lest  ye  die :  it  shall 
be  a  statute  for  ever  throughout  your  genera- 
tions: And  that  yc  may  put  difference  be- 
tween holy  and  unholy,  and  between  unclean 


and  clean ;  and  that  ye  may  teach  the  chil- 
dren of  Israel  all  the  statutes  which  the  Lord 
hath  spoken  unto  them  by  the  hand  of  Moses." 
Here  the  nature  of  tlie  priest's  office  is  clearly 
defined.  It  is,  in  the  first  place,  to  go  into  the 
tabernacle  of  the  congregation,  and  there  to 
serve  before  the  Lord:  and  secondly,  to  in- 
struct the  children  of  Israel  in  the  difference 
between  holy  and  profane,  clean  and  unclean, 
and  especially  to  teach  the  children  of  Israel 
"  ALL  THE  STATUTES,"  which  the  Lord 
had  given  to  Moses.  The  commission  is  not 
only  very  comprehensive,  but  very  exclusive. 
If  the  priests  were  to  teach  "  all  the  statutes," 
there  is  no  room  left  for  rabbics,  or  Chacha- 
mim, or  any  other  description  of  teacher.  The 
priests  are  the  only  divinely-accredited  reli- 
gious teachers  in  Israel. 

If  this  passage  stood  alone,  it  v/ould  be 
quite  sufficient  to  establish  the  doctrine ;  but 
it  does  not.  Moses  was  particularly  anxious 
to  impress  upon  the  Israelites  the  nature  of 
the  priestly  office,  and  therefore  repeats  the 
instruction  again  and  again.  Thus  in  the 
law  respecting  a  dead  body  found  lying  in  a 
field,  after  commanding  that  the  elders  and 
judges  should  come  forth,  he  adds — 

■jDi  ri  bD  n'H'  DTTD  b>}^  mrr  d^3  -p^b^  im^b 

"  And  the  priests  the  sons  of  Levi  shall 
come  near :  for  them  the  Lord  thy  God  hath 
chosen  to  minister  unto  him,  and  to  bless  in 
the  name  of  the  Lord ;  and  by  their  word 
shall  every  controversy  and  every  stroke  be 
tried."  (Deut.  xxi.  5.)  One  should  have 
thought  that  the  elders  and  judges  were 
enough  in  such  a  case.  But  not  so.  God 
had  determined  that  the  priests  v/ere  to  teach 
Israel  "  all  his  statutes,"  and  therefore  com- 
mands that  they  should  be  present  in  this 
case,  that  they  should  give  the  decision. 

Again,  when  Moses  was  about  to  part  from 
Israel,  and  to  leave  them  his  dying  benedic- 
tion, he  was  directed  by  the  spirit  of  prophecy 
to  impress  upon  them  the  same  great  truth, 
and  in  the  most  solemn  manner. 
in'D2  "i-«rx  -]rvn  \D'ii^  "jm^i  'j'-nn  "ra«  'iVbi 
irDi^'?"!  V3«7  ini«n  my^'o  'q  by  "inTin  ncDn 
'D  ^r  «■?  vn  nsi  T3n  ab  vnb?  n«i  vn'xi  xb 

:  '^}^  bii^xD'b  f  mim 

"  And  of  Levi  he  said,  Let  thy  Thummim 

and  thy  Urim  be  with  thy  Holy  One,  whom 
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l!iou  didst  prove  at  Massah,  and  v/ith  whom 
thou  didst  strive  at  the  waters  of  Meribah  : 
who  said  unto  his  father  and  to  his  mother,  I 
have  not  seen  him ;  neither  did  he  acknow- 
ledge his  brethren,  nor  knew  his  own  chil- 
dren :  for  they  have  observed  thy  word,  and 
kept  thy  covenant.  They  shall  teach  Jacob 
thy  judgments^  and  Israel  thy  law.''''  (Deut. 
xxxiii.  8 — 10.)  And  as  this  doctrine  forms 
a  part  of  Moses'  last  words,  so  also  it  is  found 
in  the  last  prophetic  message  which  God 
vouchsafed  to  Israel,  Malachi,  the  last  of 
the  prophets,  reminds  Israel — 
"•s  irr'sn  wpr  rmm  m-i  i-iniD'  p3  'nsio  '3 

•'  That  the  priest's  lips  should  keep  know, 
ledge,  and  they  should  seek  the  law  at  his 
mouth :  for  he  is  the  messenger  of  the  Lord 
of  Hosts"  (Mai.  ii.  7):  so  that  if  there  be 
any  one  thing  more  plain  than  another  in 
the  Old  Testament  it  is  this,  that  the  sons  of 
Levi  are  the  divinely-appointed  religious 
teachers  of  Israel,  and  that  it  is  the  duty  of 
all  Israelites  to  seek  instruction  from  them. 

It  cannot  be  said  that  the  priests  are  not 
now  well  known,  and  that  on  this  account 
these  commands  have  lost  their  force  ;  for 
those  who  believe  in  the  oral  law,  profess  to 
know  the  family  of  Levi,  and  in  the  syna- 
gogue, at  the  reading  of  the  law,  the  priest 
and  the  Levite  are  called  up  in  a  certain 
order. 

•  '?«n\r'^  b^'^y  ddh  ^^c"?  mnp"?  mip  pK^n  ds'  pD 
"  At  every  time  of  reading,  the  priest 
reads  first,  and  after  him  the  Levite,  and  after 
him  the  Israelite.  And  the  simple  custom  of 
the  present  time  is,  that  a  priest,  even  though 
he  be  an  unlearned  man  (amhaaretz),  takes 
precedence  in  reading  before  the  most  learned, 
who  is  only  an  Israelite."  (Hilchoth  T'phil- 
lah,  c.  xii.  18.)  And  as  the  priests  are  thus 
supposed  to  be  known,  so  the  oral  law  ex- 
pressly maintains  that  they  still  retain  their 
priestly  office,  and  are  bound  to  discharge  the 
duties  of  it,  so  far  as  is  possible,  in  the  cap- 
tivity :  and  therefore  requires  them  to  bless 
the  people  as  Moses  commanded.  Indeed  the 
firm  conviction  of  the  Talmudists  on  this  sub- 
ject  is  strikingly  exhibited  in  their  assertion, 
that  a  priest,  although  unlearned,  or  even  no- 
toriously wicked,  is  still  not  exempted  from 
his  obligation  to  perform  this  duty. 
mh«'^^2  ps-iinn  nbx  b'2'o  -in  ib  n^rr  vb"^  p3 
IK  msDi  •p'\p-\'o  i3\si  D3n  •iyx\r)  ^"t^  q^dd 
i:rrai  iKiim  n^rr  «■?'£)  in  V"\n«  n^onn  innn  vnt; 

'.  mifon  p  y3Dm  i-aj-i  F]D"in  2?\d-i  mx"?  noi^  |^i^i 
•  m  TDinrT  nsii  Vjjin  nm  -insm  nnnn  "jxi 


:  i!?Qn3  '-ixu' 
"  A  priest  who  has  none  of  these  disqualifi- 
cations  for  the  lifting  up  of  hands,  even 
though  he  be  not  learned,  nor  accurate  in  the 
commandments ;  and  although  his  com- 
panions make  a  mock  of  him,  or  his  dealings 
should  not  be  righteous,  still  he  is  to  lift  up 
his  hands  [to  bless],  and  is  not  to  be  pre- 
vented, for  this  is  an  afiirmative  precept  bind- 
ing upon  every  priest,  who  is  otherwise  quali- 
fied ;  and  we  must  not  say  to  a  wicked  man. 
Away,  thou  wicked  man,  be  thou  disqualified 
from  keeping  the  commandments.  Do  not 
ask,  saying.  What  profit  can  there  be  in  the 
blessing  of  this  simple  fellow  ?  for  the  re- 
ceiving of  the  blessing  does  not  depend  upon 
the  priests,  but  upon  the  Holy  One,  blessed 
be  He,  for  it  is  said,  '  They  shall  put  my 
name  upon  the  children  of  Israel,  and  I  will 
bless  them.'  The  priests  perform  the  duty 
commanded  them,  and  God,  in  his  mercy, 
blesses  Israel  according  to  his  pleasure.'* 
(Ibid.  c.  XV.  6.)  The  existence,  then,  of  the 
priests,  and  their  continued  obligation  to  per- 
form such  official  duties  as  are  now  possible, 
are  fully  acknowledged,  yea,  it  is  even  as- 
serted that  a  wicked  priest  is  by  no  means  to 
be  prevented  from  doing  his  duty :  it  has  also 
been  plainly  proved,  from  the  words  of  Moses 
and  the  prophets,  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
priests  to  teach,  and  of  the  Israelites  to  be 
taught  by  them :  and  no  man  can  deny  that 
the  performance  of  this  duty  is  possible.  The 
destruction  of  the  temple  has  prevented  the 
priest  from  sacrificing,  but  it  has  made  no 
difference  with  regard  to  the  possibility  of 
teaching  :  it  is,  therefore,  a  fair  question  to 
propose  to  those  who  boast  in  their  obedience 
to  the  law  of  IMo>es,  Hoxv  is  this  Mosaic 
commmid  respecting  the  teaching  of  the  law 
fulfilled  ?  Are  the  priests  the  Levites  the  re- 
ligious teachers  in  all  Jewish  congregations  ? 
or  have  they  been  excluded  from  the  office  as- 
signed to  them  by  Moses?  and  is  it  occupied 
by  others  to  whom  Moses  did  not  give  it  ? 
Every  Stvi  must  answer  that  this  command 
of  Moses  is  utterly  disregarded — that  the 
office  of  the  priesthood,  as  established  by 
Moses,  has  now  scarcely  the  shadow  of  an 
existence  amongst  the  Jews — that  the  rabbies, 
Chachamim,  and  the  JMelamm'dim  are  uni- 
versally the  religious  teachers — and  that  hun- 
dreds, if  not  thousands,  of  the  priests  are  left 
in  utter  obscurity,  and  not  a  few  in  destitu- 
tion. Jeremiah  complained  of  the  heathen— 
:  i^TTD  «b  D>:r7DrT  ':d 
"  They  respected  not  the  persons  of  the 
priests"  (Lam.  iv.  IG);  but  it  is  equally  ap- 
plicable to  the  adherents  of  the  oral  law. 
Here  and  there  a  son  of  Levi  may  be  a  rabbi, 
and  then  he  has  the  honour  attached  to  the 
rabbinical  office  J  but  theMo&aic  institution  of 
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the  priesthood,  as  the  appointed  order  of  reli- 
gious teachers  to  Israel,  is  utterly  disregarded. 
Moses  declares,  as  we  have  seen  above,  that 
it  is  the  priest's  office  "  to  distinguish  between 
holy  and  unholy,  and  between  clean  and  un- 
clean ;"  but  if  a  Jew  has  got  a  n'j^^MJ,  a  ques- 
tion or  a  difficulty,  it  is  to  the  rabbi  that  he 
goes  to  get  the  decision.  Moses  says  that  the 
priests  are  appointed  by  God  "  to  teach  Israel 
all  the  statutes  which  the  Lord  hath  spoken 
to  them  ;"  but  now  men  are  made  rabbies 
and  Melamm'dim  who  do  not  pretend  to  be 
of  the  family  of  Levi :  and  there  are  congre- 
gations  even  where  there  is  no  Levite  nor 
priest  at  all,  and  where,  therefore,  this  com- 
mand is  utterly  despised.  But  the  worst 
feature  in  this  disobedience  is,  that  it  is  sys- 
tematic. It  is  not  one  of  the  casualties  of  the 
captivity,  but  it  is  the  deliberate  aim  of  the 
oral  law  to  degrade  the  priesthood,  as  estab- 
lished by  Moses,  and  to  set  up  above  it  ano- 
ther office,  that  of  rabbi,  of  which  JMoses  does 
not  say  one  word.  The  oral  law,  instead  of 
deprecating  the  possibility  of  an  Israelite  con- 
gregation existing  without  a  priest  a  son  of 
Levi,  quietly  lays  down  the  law  for  doing 
without  them.  When  prescribing  the  order 
in  which  persons  are  to  be  called  up  to  the 
reading  of  the  law,  it  says — 
•  bb:^  '^b  vnn«  nbT  iib^  'jn^'©'  nbi!?  p3  duj  ]v 

"  If    there   be  no   priest   there,   then   an 
Israelite  is  to  go  up,  but  no  Levite  is  to  follow 
him."     (Ibid.,  c.  xii.  19.)     And  again, 
D'XDb  mnia  n'b'Q  3?^rMJ3  'j'^a  p3  onb  ]'«  d^t 

:  '131  Dib^' 

"  But  if  the  congregation  has  no  priest  at 
all,  when  the  reader  comes  to  that  part  of  the 
prayers  he  is  to  say,"  &c.  (Ibid.,  c  xv.  10.) 
Now  if  the  oral  law  were  anxious  to  maintain 
the  institution  of  Moses  it  could  make  no 
such  supposition.  On  the  contrary  it  would 
urge  upon  every  congregation  the  indispen- 
sable necessity  of  having  a  priest  of  the  family 
of  Levi.  The  supposition  shows  that  its 
authors  cared  but  little  about  the  commands 
of  Moses,  for  where  there  is  no  priest  it  is 
plainly  impossible  for  the  people  to  obey  that 
oft  en -repeated  precept  to  learn  the  law  from 
the  sons  of  Levi.  And  yet  the  authors  of  the 
oral  law,  who  care  so  little  for  this  command- 
ment of  IMoses  about  the  priests,  command 
the  appointment  of  IMelamm'dim,  or  school- 
masters, under  pain  of  utter  destruction. 
ban  HDnm  T\y-\r:i  "?33  nipirn  nobn  ]•<y\Ii^'Q 
b^  mpirn  n3  f  «uj  "i^y  Vdi  'Vl'^  i^i-  b'22^  -jbDi  i'jd 

',  Trn  n«  i^onno  iT'iJin  «b  iiy  c«i  mpirn  nn'^a 
"  Teachers  of  children  are  to  be  established 
in  every  province  and  district  and  city.  And 
every  city  in  which  there  are  not  school- 
children the  men  of  that  city  are  to  be  visited 
with  the  Cherem,  and  if  they  still  neglect,  the 
city  itself  is  to  be  devoted."   (Hilch.  Talm. 


Torah.,  c.  ii.)  When  we  see  them  enforce 
this  commandment  of  their  own  with  such 
zeal  and  severity,  and  yet  appear  so  careless 
and  negligent  about  the  comm.and  of  IMoses, 
we  justly  infer  that  this  neglect  was  inten- 
tional, and  that  the  object  was  to  exalt  them- 
selves, and  to  depress  that  office  which  God 
himself  had  ordained.  And  this  inference  is 
abundantly  confirmed  by  in  nilD  niDbn,  the 
numerous  and  minute  laws  respecting  the 
honour  due  to  a  rabbi,  whilst  the  respect  due 
to  the  family  of  Levi  is  almost  entirely  disre- 
garded, and  his  office  evidently  depreciated 
below  that  of  the  former.  As,  for  instance, 
in  establishing  the  order  in  which  captives  are 
to  be  redeemed,  the  oral  law  says  the  priest  is 
to  be  redeemed  before  the  Levite,  and  the 
Levite  before  the  Israelite,  but  then  adds — 
•  nosra  yw  an'-s'©  vn\ui  nmox  nnn  n?2ii 
DDn  n^D'jn  "hqqi  yi^n  ds*  "^na  p3  n^n  d«  bis 

:  mip  n"n 
*'  In  what  case  does  this  hold  good  ?  In 
case  that  they  were  both  equal  in  wisdom. 
But  if  the  high  priest  be  an  unlearned  man, 
and  an  illegitimate  child  be  the  disciple  of  a 
wise  man  (chacham),  the  latter  is  to  have  the 
precedence."  (Hilchoth  Matt'noth  Aniim, 
c.  viii.  17.)  Here  the  office  of  the  priesthood 
and  even  of  the  high  priesthood  itself  is  put 
below  that  of  the  rabbi  or  chacham,  and  the 
intention  of  the  rabbinists  to  exalt  themselves, 
and  their  utter  disregard  for  the  law  of  Moses 
and  his  commandments,  is  especially  apparent. 
The  high  priest  was  the  chief  person  in  the 
whole  Mosaic  dispensation.  Without  him 
the  blood  of  the  offering  could  not  be  carried 
into  the  holy  of  holies  on  the  day  of  atone- 
ment, and  yet  the  oral  law  says,  that  if  he 
and  an  illegitimate  child,  that  is,  the  least 
honoured  person  in  Israel,  be  both  in  cap- 
tivity, and  the  latter  be  the  disciple  of  a 
rabbi,  he  is  to  be  redeemed  first.  It  is  need- 
less to  add  any  further  proof  of  the  fact  that 
the  command  of  Moses,  respecting  the  family 
of  Levi,  is  systematically  and  intentionally 
transgressed  by  the  authors  and  adherents  of 
the  oral  law.  The  priests,  the  Levites,  have 
been  thrust  out  of  that  office  which  God  gave 
them,  and  others  have  been  made  the  religious 
teachers  of  Israel  who  have  no  right  at  all  to 
this  appointment.  How  then  can  the  modern 
Jews  pretend  to  be  zealous  for  the  law  of 
Moses  ?  They  are  living  in  plain  and  sys- 
tematic violation  of  one  of  his  plainest  com- 
mands. It  will  not  do  to  say  that  the  office 
of  rabbi  is  also  of  divine  appointment.  An 
assertion  which  nullifies  a  Mosaic  institution 
must  have  the  most  unexceptionable  evidence. 
Its  proof  must  be  at  least  as  clear  as  the 
original  appointment.  To  persuade  any  real 
lover  of  the  Mosaic  law  that  the  rabbies  have 
a  right  to  thrust  out  the  family  of  Levi  from 
their  office,  and  to  take  it  upon  themselves. 
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the  express  declaration  of  Ood  is  absolutely 
necessary.  And  if  the  rabbies  could  prove, 
which  they  cannot,  that  they  are  the  lawful 
teachers  of  Israel,  it  would  necessarily  follow 
that  the  Mosaic  law  has  been  changed, 
and  then  one  of  the  chief  dogmas  of 
modern  Judaism,  the  immutability  of  the 
Mosaic  law,  is  entirely  overthrown.  When 
Moses  gave  the  law  the  priests  were  the 
religious  teachers  of  Israel.  Since  the  do- 
minion of  the  oral  law,  not  the  priests,  but 
the  rabbies  have  been  the  teachers.  Here 
then  is  an  important,  yea,  an  organic  change 
in  the  Mosaic  constitution.  This  change  then 
is  either  unlawful  or  lawful.  If  it  be  unlaw- 
ful, then  the  rabbies  have  no  right  to  be  the 
teachers  of  Israel.  If  it  be  lawful,  then  to 
change  and  alter  the  Blosaic  law  is  lawful, 
and  then  modern  Judaism,  which  teaches  that 
there  can  be  no  change,  is  false.  This  is  tlie 
only  alternative  which  modern  Jews  can 
adopt, — they  must  either  maintain  the  immu- 
tability of  the  law  at  the  expense  of  the 
rabbinic  office,  or  they  must  assert  the  legiti- 
macy of  the  rabbinic  office  at  the  expense  of 
the  law.  In  cither  case  the  oral  law  is  con- 
victed of  teaching  falsehood ;  and  in  neither 
case  can  the  modern  Jews  make  a  boast  of 
loyalty  to  the  law  of  Moses.  They  charge 
Christians  with  disregarding  and  transgressing 
the  Mosaic  law,  but  let  them  point  out,  even 
in  the  practice  of  Gentile  Christians,  any  one 
apparent  transgression  more  heinous  than  the 
expulsion  of  the  family  of  Levi  from  the  office 
to  which  Moses  appointed  them.  The  fact 
is  notorious.  This  family  is  everywhere 
neglected  and  in  obscurity,  struggling  with 
the  cares  and  business  of  the  world,  instead  of 
occupying  the  station  given  to  them  by 
Moses.  Let  all  the  lovers  of  modern  Juda- 
ism consider  this  fact,  and  then  ask  them- 
selves how  they  can  pretend  to  be  keeping  the 
law  of  Moses  ?  Let  them  remember  that 
they  have  themselves  made  a  change  in  the 
law  by  appointing  rabbies  instead  of  the 
priests,  and  that,  if  they  defend  this  change, 
they  teach  the  very  same  doctrine  which  they 
blame  in  Gentile  Christians,  namely,  the  mu- 
tability and  abrogation  of  the  fliosaic  law. 
Of  course  we  do  not  mean  to  dictate  to  Israel 
in  this  matter.  If  they  are  conscientiously 
persuaded  that  the  institutions  of  ]\Ioses  have 
been  abrogated,  they  can  then  consistently 
maintain  the  appointment  of  rabbies,  but  let 


them  give  up  their  common,  though  mistaken, 
argument  against  Christianity.  But  if  they 
believe  what  they  so  commonly  profess,  that 
the  law  of  Moses  is  not,  and  cannot  be 
abrogated,  then  let  them  act  consistently,  re- 
nounce the  oral  law,  and  restore  the  family  of 
Levi  to  the  office  from  which  modern  Judaism 
has  excluded  them  for  so  many  centuries. 
To  follow  the  oral  law,  and  at  the  same  time 
to  obey  the  written  law  of  Moses  in  this 
matter,  is  plainly  impossible.  The  oral  law 
is  for  the  rabbies  and  the  Chachamim — the 
words  of  Moses  are  for  the  family  of  Levi. 
The  Jews  may,  and  of  course  will,  choose  as 
they  think  best ;  but,  if  they  determine  upon 
maintaining  the  rabbinical  system,  let  them 
not  pretend  to  be  followers  of  Moses.  Let 
them  honestly  confess  that  they  do  not  like 
Moses  and  his  laws,  and  that  they  prefer  the 
new  and  modern  religion  of  the  rabbies.  The 
subject  is  important  to  all  Israel,  but  espe- 
cially so  to  the  sons  of  Levi  themselves. 
God  gave  them  the  important  charge  of 
instructing  the  house  of  Israel  in  his  laws, 
are  they  then  at  liberty  to  resign  their  sacred 
office  into  the  hands  of  others?  Has  God 
dispensed  them  from  obedience  to  his  com- 
mand ?  If  so, '  what  obligation  rests  upon 
them  to  bless  the  people?  By  lifting  up 
their  hands  and  blessing  the  people,  they  con- 
fess that  their  office  still  continues;  and,  if 
so,  the  obligation  to  perform  all  its  duties 
continues  also.  Either  the  law  of  Moses  is 
abrogated,  or  the  priests  are  still  the  appointed 
religious  teachers  of  Israel. 

The  priests  have  the  same  alternative  as  the 
people,  i.  e.  either  to  assert  the  rights  and 
perform  the  duties  of  their  priestly  office,  or 
honestly  to  acknowledge  that  they  do  not  be- 
lieve in  Moses,  nor  care  for  his  religion,  but 
I  thai  their  religion  is  that  of  the  rabbies.  The 
responsibility  is  however  much  heavier  on  the 
family  of  Levi  than  on  Israelites  of  another 
tribe.  To  the  sons  of  Levi,  God  committed 
the  honourable  office  of  instructing  Israel. 
They  have  been  set  as  the  watchmen  in 
Israel,  and  are  therefore  answerable,  not  only 
for  their  own  neglect,  but  for  the  error  and 
destruction  of  the  people.  It  is  then  high 
time  for  them  to  remember  their  duty  and  the 
zeal  of  their  forefathers  in  extirpating  error, 
and  to  show  themselves  worthy  of  their  high 
origin,  and  of  their  divine  appointment,  by 
opposing  the  errors  of  the  oral  law. 
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It  is  an  indisputable  fact,  that  the  modern 
Jews  have  entirely  cast  off  the  laws  of  Moses 
respecting  the  priests  of  the  family  of  Levi, 
and  have  chosen  and  appointed  to  themselves 
other  teachers,  of  whom  Moses  says  nothing. 
What  was  the  cause  of  such  extraordinary 
conduct  in  those  who  profess  a  great  zeal  for 
the  law  of  Moses,  we  do  not  now  profess  to 
inquire ;  but  we  think  that  every  Jew  ought 
to  have  a  very  good  reason  for  thus  wilfully, 
systematically,  and  continually  transgressing 
the  commandments  of  God.  He  ought,  at 
the  very  least,  be  able  to  show  that  the  doc- 
trines  of  these  new  teachers  are  far  superior  to 
those  of  the  religious  teachers  appointed  by 
Moses  ;  and  that  the  superabundant  excellence 
and  wisdom  of  Rabbinic  teaching  does,  at 
least,  justify  the  change  which  they  have 
made  in  the  Mosaic  law.  We  have  had  occa- 
sion in  these  papers  to  consider  the  nature  of 
the  new  doctrine  chosen  instead  of  the  law  of 
JMoses,  and  to  us  it  certainly  appears  that 
"  The  Old  Paths  "  were  better.  To-day  we 
propose  to  illustrate  the  Rabbinic  notions  of 
the  Deity,  and  do  not  intend  by  any  means  to 
select  the  most  objectionable  representations 
contained  in  the  Rabbinical  writings,  but  shall 
confine  ourselves  to  a  few  well-known  pas- 
sages, which  are  intended  to  explain  to  us  the 
mode  in  which  God  spends  his  time.  Con- 
cerning the  day,  the  rabbies  say  that  it  is 
spent  in  the  following  manner  : — 
ii"prr  m:T©«in  'vu'?^?  nvn  'irt  mi'"C  'ysi^  ''n© 
D^wn  b^  n«  pi  2UJV  nv2Mj  mini  pDW  ituv 
'DDn  '^'o^•s  n^^'^D  d'^ij?  '"nroin  hxiimj  ]vd  ib"i3 
n«  pi  i\nv  nv^n^b^  n^om  kdd  b2^  lujvi  |nrT 

:'iDi 
*'  The  day  has  twelve  hours.  The  first 
three,  the  Holy  One,  blessed  be  He,  sits  and 
jccupies  himself  in  the  law.  The  second,  he 
5its  and  judges  the  whole  world.  When  he 
perceives  that  the  world  deserves  utter  de- 
struction, He  stands  up  from  the  throne  of 
judgment,  and  sits  on  the  throne  of  mercy. 
rhe  third,  he  sits,  and  feeds  all  the  world, 
from  the  horns  of  the  unicorns  to  the  eggs  of 
the  vermin.  In  the  fourth,  he  sits  and  plays 
5vith  Leviathan,  for  it  is  said  (Psalm  civ.  26.), 
'  The  Leviathan  whom  thou  hast  formed  to 


play  therewith.'  "    (Avodah  Zarah,  fol.  iii., 
col.  2.)     In  another  place  we  have  an  account 
of  the  manner  in  which  the  night  is  spent : — 
bn  nVbn  '"in  m"ratJ"a  ^bss:  iqix  "iw'?«  'in 
-loxo'OJ  n«3  :ii^"iu>'i  ni"pn  i-cv  m^oi  -i^o^i^n  "73 
j«uj^  aix'O  "ibip  "jn^  wip  pj^nn  3^<\y^  diioq  'n 

:  im:  "?» 
"  Rabbi  Eliezer  says,  The  night  has  three 
watches,  and  at  every  watch,  the  Holy  One, 
blessed  be  He,  sits  and  roars  like  a  lion,  for  it 
is  said,  *  The  Lord  shall  roar  from  on  high, 
and  utter  his  voice  from  his  holy  habitation ; 
roaring  he  shall  roar  upon  his  habitation.' " 
(Jer.  XXV.  30.)  And  again,  a  little  lower 
down,  the  same  assertion  is  made  in  the  name 
of  two  other  rabbies,  and  the  cause  of  God's 
roaring  assigned. 

n\uv  io\UQi  -lOMJo  b:^  'l•$^  nVbn  'in  n-na^jo 
'nu  nt^  'nnin^  ""is  nowi  n^<3  j^^iuji  ni'^pn 

"  Rabbi  Isaac,  the  son  of  Samuel,  says,  in 
the  name  of  Rav,  The  night  has  three  watches, 
and  at  every  watch,  the  Holy  One,  blessed  be 
He,  sits  and  roars  like  a  lion,  and  says.  Woe 
is  me  that  I  have  laid  desolate  my  house,  and 
burned  my  sanctuary,  and  sent  my  children 
into  captivity  amongst  the  nations  of  the 
world."  (Berachoth,  fol.  iii.,  col.  1.)  Now 
we  ask  every  reasonable  man  whether  this  is 
a  representation  worthy  of  the  Creator  of 
heaven  and  earth?  We  are  told  here,  first, 
that  God  is  like  a  man  in  observing  day  and 
night — that  he  has  set  times  for  different  em- 
ployments, and  a  time  for  amusement.  We 
are  told,  secondly,  that  instead  of  comprehend- 
ing all  things  past,  present,  and  to  come,  at 
all  times,  and  instead  of  upholding  all  things 
by  the  continual  fiat  of  his  omnipotent  rule, 
that  he  is  obliged  to  consider  each  thing  in 
succession  ;  and  that,  like  a  poor  frail  child  of 
man.  He  can  do  only  one  thing  at  a  time. 
And  thirdly,  we  are  here  informed,  that  the 
Divine  Being  sits  all  night,  and  mourns  like  a 
child,  over  an  act  which  he  rashly  committed, 
but  now  wishes  to  have  undone.  Is  this  a  fit 
representation  of  Deity,  or  is  it  awful  blas- 
phemy ?  How  different  is  the  description 
given  by  Moses — "  Lord,  thou  hast  been  our 
dwelling-place  in  all  generations.     Before  the 
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mountains  were  brought  forth,  or  ever  thou 
hadst  formed  the  earth  and  the  world,  even 
from  everlasting  to  everlasting,  thou  art  God. 
A  thousand  years  in  thy  sight  are  but  as  yes- 
terday when  it  is  past,  and  as  a  watch  in  the 
night"  (Ps.  xc.  1 — 4);  and  again,  that  other 
beautiful  passage  of  the  Psalmist,  '■'  Of  old 
Thou  hast  laid  the  foundations  of  the  earth  ; 
and  the  heavens  are  the  work  of  thy  hands. 
Tliey  shall  perish,  but  thou  shalt  endure ; 
yea  all  of  them  shall  wax  old  like  a  garment : 
and  as  a  vesture  shalt  thou  change  them,  and 
they  shall  be  changed ;  but  Thou  art  the 
same,  and  thy  years  shall  have  no  end." 
(Ps.  cii.  25 — 27.)  In  both  these  passages, 
unchangeableness,  entire  freedom  from  all 
vicissitude  and  succession,  is  presented  to  our 
view  as  the  prominent  feature  in  the  character 
of  Deity.  Whereas,  the  God  whom  the 
rabbles  describe,  is  a  being  subject  to  the  same 
alterations  as  ourselves,  and  liable  to  change, 
in  its  worst  form,  that  is,  to  that  change  of 
will  which  ensues  on  disappointed  expectations. 
They  say,  that  their  God  destroyed  his  temple 
and  sent  his  children  into  captivity,  and  that 
now  he  is  very  sorry  for  it,  and  vents  the  bit- 
terness of  his  grief  in  lamentations  compared 
to  the  roaring  of  a  lion.  Such  a  deity  is  no 
more  like  the  God  of  Abraham,  Isaac,  and 
Jacob,  than  Jeroboam's  calves.  He  may  not 
have  a  graven  image,  but  he  has  nevertheless  an 
idol,  not  indeed  of  gold  or  silver,  but  of  the 
imagination.  Nothing  can  be  more  different 
than  the  Being  described  by  the  rabbies,  and 
that  God  declared  in  Moses  and  the  Prophets. 
And  yet  on  this  very  point,  where  the  oral  law 
errs  so  grievously,  Christianity  maintains  the 
truth.  The  New  Testament  declares  unto  us 
the  same  Being  revealed  in  the  Old.  It  says, 
"  Every  good  gift,  and  every  perfect  gift  is 
from  above,  and  cometh  down  from  the  Father 
of  lights,  with  whom  is  no  variableness,  neither 
shadow  of  tvirning."     (James  i.  17-) 

But  the  rabbies  falsely  ascribe  to  God  not 
only  variableness,  but  imperfect  knowledge 
also.  They  say,  that  He  spends  a  fourth 
part  of  the  day  in  the  study  of  the  law.  Now 
either  God  knows  the  law,  or  he  does  not.  If 
he  does  know  the  law,  then  study  is  useless; 
and  if  he  does  not,  then  his  knowledge  is  im- 
perfect,  and  either  supposition  is  altogether 
unworthy  of  the  Deity.  Indeed  it  is  very 
difficult  to  argue  against  a  doctrine  so  mon- 
strous, or  to  show  the  full  absurdity  where  the 
subject  is  so  grave  and  sacred.  But  we  put 
it  to  the  good  sense  of  every  Israelite,  and  ask 
him  whether  he  can  believe  that  tlie  God  of 
knowledge  studies  in  his  own  law  ?  Is  not 
such  an  assertion  a  blasphemous  falsehood, 
and  does  it  not  show  that  those  who  made  it 
were  themselves  utterly  devoid  of  all  true 
knowledge  of  God  ?  Some  persons  endeavour 
to  excuse  this  blasphemy  by  saying  that  the 


words  are  not  to  be  taken  literally,  and  that 
the  rabbies  employed  oriental  figures.  But 
this  will  not  save  the  credit  of  the  oral  law  ; 
for  if  we  admit  the  figure,  we  cannot  excuse 
the  blasphemy  contained  in  the  assertion,  that 
God  studies  the  law  one  fourth  of  every  day. 
No  man  that  has  any  reverence  for  his  Creator 
would  venture  to  use  such  language,  not  even 
in  the  way  of  a  parable.  It  proves  in  every 
case  that  those  rabbies  were  totally  devoid  of 
that  reverence  which  is  due  to  God,  and  there- 
fore most  unfit  teachers  of  religion.  But, 
further,  if  these  passages  be  figurative,  what 
is  the  real  sense  ?  What  is  meant  by  studying 
in  the  law,  or  playing  with  Leviathan,  or 
uttering  complaints  at  the  beginning  of  every 
watch  in  the  night;  or  what  is  intended  by 
ascribing  to  God  one  sort  of  employment  in 
the  day  and  the  other  in  the  night  ?  It  is  not 
enough  to  say  that  these  are  all  figures  con- 
veying the  most  profound  wisdom ;  this 
assertion  muf-^t  be  proved  by  showing  what  this 
wisdom  is.  Let  the  Rabbinists  explain  these 
figures  satisfactorily,  and  they  will  then  have 
some  chance  of  being  believed,  though  even 
that  would  not  amount  to  a  proof,  that  the 
authors  of  these  passages  intended  that  they 
should  be  understood  mystically.  It  is  a 
certain  fact  that  many  of  the  rabbies  have 
understood  these  and  similar  passages  literally. 
In  the  commentary  on  the  assertion,  '^  That 
in  the  second  three  hours  God  sits  and  judges 
the  world,"  we  are  told,  that  some  believed 
this  so  firmly  as  to  think  that  on  this  very 
account  the  additional  form  of  prayer,  called 
?]D1>D,  was  prescribed. 

"  Some  say,  that  on  this  account  the  words 
'  Let  him  turn  from  his  place,'  have  been 
appointed  in  the  sanctification  of  the  Musaph, 
for  this  part  of  the  prayer  generally  occurs  in 
the  second  three  hours,  when  he  is  sitting  in 
judgment,  and  that  we  pray  that  he  may  turn 
from  the  throne  of  judgment,  and  sit  on  the 
throne  of  mercy."  Those  who  held  this 
opinion  plainly  thought,  that  the  hours  were 
literal  hours,  and  that  the  distribution  of  the 
day  into  four  diflPerent  employments  was  not 
figurative,  but  real.  These  persons,  therefore, 
believed  that  God  studies  in  the  law,  that  he 
plays  with  Leviathan,  and  observes  the  dis- 
tinction of  day  and  night.  And  it  must  be 
confessed  that,  if  they  believed  in  the  Talmud, 
they  had  good  reason  for  this  literal  interpret- 
ation, as  the  corresponding  passage,  respecting 
God's  roaring  like  a  lion  at  every  watch  of 
the  night,  cannot  be  explained  figuratively,  if 
it  be  taken  in  connexion  with  its  context. 
The  context  contains  a  discussion  about  real, 
not  figurative   night-watches.     The  question 
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proposed  by  the  Mishna  is,  Until  what  hour 
of  the  night  is  it  lawful  to  perform  the  evening- 
reading  of  the  Sh'mah  Israel  (Hear,  O  Israel). 
R.  Eliezer  says,  It  is  lawful  until  the  end  of 
the  first  watch.  The  Gemara  then  considers 
what  the  rabbi  could  mean  by  this  definition— 

w\D  "iiDp  zibvjb  n^T^D  '©biu  IS-  ^K}-'b  nV'jn  'in 

''  What  did  R.  Eliezer  mean  ?  If  he 
meant  that  the  night  had  three  watches,  he 
ought  to  have  said  until  the  fourth  hour  :  but 
if  he  meant  that  the  night  has  four  v/atches, 
he  ought  to  have  said  until  the  third  hour. 
There  can  be  no  doubt  that  he  meant  that  the 
night  has  three  watches,  and  intended  to  say, 
that  there  are  watches  in  heaven  and  watches 

upon  earth,  for  the  Bareitha  says,  &c." 

And  then  follows  the  passage,  saying,  that  in 
each  watch  God  roars  like  a  lion.  It  cannot, 
then,  be  pretended  that  the  night-watches  here 
are  figurative  or  mystical.  It  is  expressly 
said  that  there  are  the  same  watches  in  heaven 
and  earth,  and  the  whole  question  is  about  the 
real  distribution  of  time.  The  following  con- 
text is  equally  unequivocal.  R.  Eliezer, 
immediately  after  saying  that  in  each  watch 
God  roars  like  a  lion,  goes  on  to  give  the  signs 
whereby  each  watch  may  be  recognised  even 
in  the  dark. 

"  The  sign  of  the  thing  is— In  the  first 
watch  the  ass  brays  ;  in  the  second  watch  the 
dogs  bark;  in  the  third  watch  the  infant 
sucks  at  its  mother's  breast,  and  the  wife  talks 
with  her  husband."  This  is  plain  matter-of- 
fact  way  of  speaking,  and  proves,  beyond  a 
doubt,  that  the  whole  passage  is  to  be  taken 
literally.  And  if  any  doubt  at  all  remained, 
it  is  entirely  removed,  a  little  lower  down  on 
the  page,  by  an  anecdote  told  by  the  veracious 
R.  Jose.  He  says,  that  he  once  went  into 
one  of  the  ruins  of  Jerusalem  to  pray,  and 
that  whilst  he  was  engaged  in  prayer,  the 
Prophet  Elijah  came  to  the  entrance  of  the 
ruin,  and  very  civilly  waited  for  him  until  he 
had  concluded,  when  they  had  some  conversa- 
tion together.  Amongst  other  particulars,  R. 
Jose  relates  as  follows  :  — 

\-n)3xi  11  ni-nm  m-o^n  b^p  no  '22  -•)  itD^i 

ns"©  ^^V  _"]\rjx-i  ^^m  -j"n  'b  no^^i  m?oi«n  yib  ':i 
D^Q^D  irbxD  nv^  uv  b'22  irrn  "fD  mo"i«  iiba  ii 
^^D332  bii-\'(D'V  r^'jvi  ^"^^  iibi  n  i^bi  -JD  'iQI^ 
xn  '■•rD'o  «n'  px  p^v^  mr-no  'T^2b^  nvD:3  Ttib 
-j'^orr   niD^?  "i»dis«?i  tius>5-i  S'OS'D'd  tm"pt\   -j^nio 


:  n{««  n?an'ij  3i^7  m  no  i^  inna  imx  ]>D?poi2j 

:  V22 
I  "  And  he  (Eiias)  said  to  me.  What  sort  of 
I  a  voice  didst  thou  hear  in  the  ruin  ?  I  said 
I  to  him,  I  heard  a  Bath  Kol  cooing  like  a 
dove,  and  saying.  Woe  is  me  that  I  have  de- 
solated my  house,  and  burnt  my  sanctuary, 
and  sent  my  children  into  captivity  amongst 
the  nations.  And  he  said  unto  me,  As  thou 
I  livest,  and  thy  head  liveth,  it  is  not  at  this 
I  hour  only,  but  three  times  every  day  tha  voice 
j  says  these  words.  And  not  only  so,  but  when 
I  the  Israelites  enter  the  synagogues,  and  the 
houses  of  study,  and  say,  '  Amen,  may  his 
great  name  be  blessed,'  the  Holy  One,  blessed 
be  He,  shakes  his  head,  and  says,  Blessed  is 
the  King  who  is  praised  in  his  house;  bu'c 
what  profit  has  the  father  who  sends  his 
children  into  captivity,"  &c.  Here  we  have 
the  testimony  of  R.  Jose  to  the  truth  of  the 
fact,  that  God  does  thus  complain  in  the 
manner  described  above,  and  we  have  the 
Prophet  Elijah  swearing  that  this  happens 
three  times  every  day.  It  is  plain,  therefore, 
that  the  authors  of  the  Talmud  knew  of  no 
mystical  interpretation  and  intended  none.  It 
was  their  simple  belief  that  God  observed  the 
three  watches  of  the  night,  and  at  the  begin- 
ning of  each  roared  like  a  lion.  And  if  this 
passage  must  be  taken  literally,  why  should 
the  other  passage  respecting  the  distribution 
and  employments  of  the  day  be  taken  figura» 
tively  ?  The  literal  interpretation  of  the  one 
furnishes  a  strong  argument  for  the  literal  in- 
terpretation  of  the  other.  And  it  is  certainly 
of  no  use  to  ascribe  a  mystical  sense  to  the 
one,  whilst  the  other  is  interpreted  literally. 
The  advocates  of  the  oral  law  gain  nothing  by 
it,  for  the  one  is  not  more  absurd  nor  more 
unworthy  of  the  Deity  than  the  other.  No- 
thing can  exceed  the  folly  of  representing  God 
as  observing  the  night-watches,  and  roaring 
like  a  lion  for  grief,  because  he  sent  Israel 
into  captivity.  Nothing  can  be  more  blas- 
phemous than  the  assertion  that  God  does  not 
foresee  the  results  of  his  own  actions,  and  that 
he  is  afterwards  obliged  to  sit  down  and  mourn 
over  what  he  has  done.  This  one  passage, 
which  cannot  be  explained  away,  is  quite  sufli- 
cient  to  show  that  the  rabbies  were  utterly 
ignorant  of  the  nature  of  God  ;  and  that,  how- 
ever they  might  be  acquainted  with  the  letter 
of  the  Law  and  the  Prophets,  they  knew 
nothing  of  the  real  meaning  of  their  writings. 
This  one  excess  of  folly  and  absurdity  entirely 
overthrows  all  the  claims  and  pretensions  of 
the  oral  law  in  which  it  is  found. 

But  there  is  another  feature  in  the  passage 
which  we  cannot  pass  without  notice,  and  that 
is,  the  total  disregard  of  truth  which  it  mani- 
fests. R.  Jose's  story  is  evidently  a  barefaced 
and  wilful  lie,  unless  we  say,  that  when  he 
went  into  the  ruin  to  pray,  he  fell  asleep,  and 
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dreamed  that  he  heard  the  Bath  Kol  and  had 
this  conversation  with  Elijah  ;  but  either  sup- 
position will  equally  destroy  the  credit  of  the 
Talmud.  If  it  be  a  lie,  it  is  one  of  the  most 
profane  and  wicked  lies  that  can  be  imagined. 
We  have  here  a  professed  teacher  of  the  law 
telling  not  only  a  falsehood  about  his  inter- 
course with  Elijah,  but  daring  falsely  to  assert 
that  he  heard  the  voice  of  God  mourning  over 
the  ruins  of  the  temple.  The  most  profane 
and  wicked  lie  that  can  be  devised  is  that 
which  introduces  God  himself,  and  trifles  with 
the  sacred  character  of  the  Deity.  If  this 
story  be  a  lie,  it  oversets  the  Talmud  and  the 
Talmudical  religion  at  once.  A  religion 
built  upon  falsehoods,  must  itself  be  necessa- 
rily false.  But  if  the  other  supposition  be 
adopted,  that  R.  Jose  mistook  a  dream  for  a 
reality,  what  shall  we  say  of  a  religion  whose 
teachers  tell  their  dreams  as  sacred  truths? 
And  what  shall  we  say  of  the  compilers  of  the 
Talmud,  who  were  unable  to  detect  the  folly 
.ind  profanity  of  this  narrative,  and  actually 
inserted  it  in  their  oral  law  as  an  undoubted 
fact?  This  supposition  may  save  R.  Jose 
from  the  unhappy  character  of  a  liar,  but  it 
will  not  do  much  towards  proving  the  truth  of 
the  oral  law ;  for  there  it  is  not  given  as  a 
dream,  but  as  a  fact.  R.  Jose  was  silly 
enough  to  tell  his  dream  as  a  reality ;  and  the 
rabbles  to  whom  he  told  it  were  silly  enough 
to  believe ;  and  the  most  learned  men  of  the 
Rabbinists  at  that  time  were  silly  enough  to 
embody  it  in  their  collection  of  holy  and  un- 
doubted  traditions.  We  do  not  mean  to 
ascribe  any  peculiar  degree  of  folly  to  the 
rabbles.  Persons  calling  themselves  Chris- 
tians have  been  just  as  foolish,  have  believed 
stories  just  as  absurd,  and  have  handed  them 
down  as  religious  truths.  But  then,  we  do 
not  receive  these  legends  as  a  part  and  parcel 
of  our  religion.  We  are  as  free  to  say  of 
them,  as  of  the  Talmudic  fables,  that  they 
are  wicked  falsehoods.  But  the  modern  Jews 
tell  us  that  the  Talmud  is  a  divine  book- 
that  it  contains  their  religion,  and  that  without 
it  Moses  and  the  Prophets  are  unintelligible ; 
and  therefore  we  point  out  these  fables  as 
plain  proofs  of  the  falsehood  of  such  an  asser- 
tion. We  wish  to  direct  the  Jewish  attention 
to  that  system  which  they  have  called  their 
religion  for  the  last  eighteen  hundred  years, 
and  which  they  have  preferred  to  Christianity. 


We  desire  that  they  should  consider  what 
they  have  gained,  by  expelling  the  family  of 
Levi  from  the  teacher's  office  and  choosing  the 
rabbles  as  their  religious  guides.  We  ask 
every  Israelite  of  common  sense,  whether  R. 
Jose  and  his  companions  are  trustworthy 
leaders  in  the  way  to  salvation  ;  and  whether 
they  are  still  prepared  to  follow  the  religion  of 
a  man  who  can  only  be  acquitted  of  being  a 
liar  by  admitting  that  he  is  a  dreamer  ?  Or, 
whether  they  still  choose  to  worship  the 
Deity  proclaimed  by  the  rabbles — a  Deity 
subject  to  succession  of  time — imperfect  in 
knowledge  so  as  to  require  daily  study- 
requiring  amusement,  and  therefore  playing 
for  three  hours  every  day  with  Iveviathan— 
and  liable  to  disappointment,  so  as  to  be 
obliged  to  spend  the  night,  in  mourning  over 
one  of  his  most  deliberate  and  solemn  acts  ? 

We  are  sure  that  every  Israelite  would  be 
sadly  offended  at  being  told,  that  he  does  not 
worship  the  God  of  his  fathers,  but  a  strange 
god,  invented  by  the  imagination  of  the  rab- 
bles ;  and  yet,  if  he  worship  the  god  of  the 
Talmud,  it  is  nothing  but  the  truth.  The 
god  of  the  Talmud  is  certainly  not  the  God 
of  the  Bible.  Israelites  are  often  shocked  at 
the  folly  and  wickedness  of  those  whom  they 
see  falling  down  before  stocks  and  stones ; 
and  yet,  if  they  receive  the  oral  law,  and 
believe  in  a  Deity  who  plays  with  Leviathan, 
&c.,  the  object  of  their  worship  is  not  a  whit 
more  rational.  They  are  just  as  guilty  of 
idolatry,  and  the  only  way  in  which  they  can 
clear  themselves  from  the  charge  is,  by  reject- 
ing the  oral  law,  and  forsaking  that  supersti- 
tion which  the  rabbies  have  palmed  off"  upon 
them  as  the  religion  of  their  fathers.  It  is  a 
most  deplorable  and  melancholy  sight  to  be- 
hold that  nation,  which  once  was  the  sole  de- 
pository of  truth,  enslaved  by  a  system  so 
senseless ;  but  it  is  more  melancholy  still  to 
think,  that  there  is  not  one  among  her  sons 
who  has  the  moral  courage  to  denounce  its 
falsehood,  and  to  vindicate  the  truth  as  taught 
by  Moses.  The  priests,  the  sons  of  Levi, 
were  once  zealous  for  the  honour  of  God,  and 
united  with  Moses  in  destroying  the  golden 
calf;  but  where  are  they  now,  and  where  is 
their  zeal  ?  Alas  !  they  too,  are  found 
amongst  the  worshippers  of  the  Talmudical 
deity,  and  uphold  the  system  which  has  ex- 
pelled them  from  their  holy  office. 


London: — Sold  at  the  London  Society's  Office,  16,  Exeter-hall,  Strand;  by  James  Duncan,  Paternoster- 
row;  and  B.  Wertheini,  57,  Aldersgate-street.  This  publication  may  be  had  by  applying  at  No.  5, 
No.  7,  or  No.  13,  Palestine-place,  Bethnal-green ;  also  at  No.  10,  New-street,  Bishopsgate-street. 


Macintosh,  Printer,  20,  Great  New-street,  London. 


hMJ    n  1 


n  ^  n  i 


'rtD  1  n^o-T'  *  thw  n^2r^:'7  ^bi^l:/^  i^-n  D^:D-n  hi:  mdi: 


"  THE  OLD  PATHS."— Jer.  vi.  16. 


Number  42.] 


FRIDAY,  OCTOBER  28,  1836. 


[Price  One-Penny. 


That  the  people,  at  present  scattered  over 
the  whole  world,  and  known  by  the  name  of 
Jews,  are  descendants  of  the  chosen  people  of 
God,  we  freely  admit.  That  the  Old  Testa- 
ment contams  prophecies  of  their  future  return 
to  the  God  and  the  land  of  their  fathers,  and 
their  subsequent  happiness  and  glory,  we 
firmly  believe :  but,  that  the  religion  which 
they  at  present  profess  is  the  religion  of 
Moses,  we  confidently  deny.  Modern  Judaism 
has  not  retained  the  doctrines  of  Moses ;  no 
not  even  with  respect  to  the  fundamental  ar- 
ticle of  religion,  the  nature  of  God.  Our  last 
number  showed  how  widely  the  rabbles  have 
departed  from  the  Scripture  representation  of 
the  divine  character,  and  the  number  preced- 
ing proved  that  the  Jews  have  not  retained 
even  the  outward  form  of  the  Mosaic  edifice. 
Indeed  we  know  not  any  problem  more  diffi- 
cult of  solution  than,  to  assign  a  reason,  why 
the  Rabbinic  Jews  profess  any  respect  at  all 
for  Moses,  when  they  have  rejected  both  the 
form  and  the  substance  of  his  teaching.  If 
they  boldly  denied  his  authority,  or  asserted 
that  the  Mosaic  law  was  long  since  abrogated, 
and  the  Rabbinic  precepts  given  in  its  stead, 
we  could  at  least  give  them  credit  for  con- 
sistency ;  but  at  present  we  cannot  possibly 
divine  their  motives  for  professing  attachment 
to  the  lawgiver  of  their  forefathers.  Their 
conduct  for  ages  would  appear  to  indicate  a 
fixed  determination  to  get  rid  and  keep  clear 
of  every  thing  Mosaic,  and  that  for  the  mere 
purpose  of  having  something  else  ;  for  no  one 
can  pretend,  that  the  new  law  and  the  new 
teachers,  that  they  have  chosen,  can  lay  any 
claim  to  superior  excellence  or  antiquity.  Of 
the  value  of  the  Rabbinic  teaching  we  have 
given  many  proofs;  and  now  think  of  ex- 
amining a  little  the  novelty  of  the  Rabbinic 
order.  It  is  certain  that  the  word,  rabbi,  does 
not  occur  in  the  law  of  Moses  nor  the  prophets  ; 
it  is,  therefore,  clearly  not  Mosaic.  This  one 
fact  does  in  itself  go  far  to  shake  the  authority 
of  modern  Judaism  and  the  oral  law.  There 
we  cannot  go  a  step  without  hearing  of  the 
rabbles — Rabbi  Eliezer  said  this,  and  Rabbi 
Bar  Bar  Chanah  said  that.  The  whole  oral 
law  is  made  up  of  the  sayings  of  the  rabbies, 
and  yet  neither  their  name  nor  their  order  was 
so  much  as  known  to  JMoses  our  master. 
The  other  favourite  appellation  of  the  Tal- 
mudic  doctors  DDn  Chachajii,  or  wise  man,  does 


indeed  occur,  and  it  appears  from  the  prophets, 
that  there  were  some  even  in  their  time  who 
laid  exclusive  claim  to  that  epithet,  but  un- 
fortunately the  prophets  bring  against  them 
the  very  same  charge,  which  we  prefer  against 
their  successors,  namely,  that  they  had  for- 
saken the  law  of  Moses - 
ps  i:n«  mn^  mim  i^nix  n^nan  iins^n  n3'« 

:  an"?  no  noam  idxd  n^rr  -imi  rt:in  ^•\^2b'^  inn 
"  How  do  ye  say,  We  are  wise  (Chacha- 
mim)  and  the  law  of  the  Lord  is  with  us  ? 
Ijo  certainly  in  vain  made  he  it ;  the  pen  of 
the  scribes  is  in  vain.  The  wise  men  (Cha- 
chamim)  are  ashamed :  lo,  they  have  rejected 
the  "word  of  the  Lord ;  and  what  wisdom  is  in 
them  ?"  (Jer.  viii.  8—9. )  The  rabbies  will 
scarcely  acknowledge  that  they  have  succeeded 
these  persons  in  their  office,  and  yet  if  they 
give  up  such  passages  as  these,  they  must  ab- 
dicate all  claim  to  antiquity.  Indeed  some 
of  them  plainly  acknowledge  that  the  rabbies 
are  a  new  order  of  men,  and  that  the  word 
rabbi  was  not  heard  of  until  less  than  a  cen- 
tury  before  the  destruction  of  the  second 
temple.     Thus  the  Baal  Aruch  says — 

'Qon"?  x"?  i-ii  ^<":>"i  '2-ia  xbi  pin  «"?  ni-in'?  pDnii? 

'jn  -io«u?  D^i-nrn  vn  n^t^nm  toti;i  n"i2i-i  mo«3 
□!>  im«  ]U"i2">D  ^^«"i  biyo  vr\\$  nbs?  vb  ^'iin 
n'w  it  iV^nnn  o  ids'Q'iu  vb^  ]rpn'ra\r»  msin 

?]«"!  n^x"c:  ;bi3  ^«3t  p  pnv  pii  >:^  n^i  ]nn2 

*«3T  p  pnv  pn  n^o'jno  -inn  ri^yoi  ip2?'  p 

:  ]bvh^ 
"  The  first  generations,  which  were  very 
great,  did  not  require  the  titles  of  Rabban, 
or  Rabbi,  or  Rav,  wherewith  to  honour  the 
wise  men  of  Babylon,  or  the  wise  men  of  the 
land  of  Israel ;  for  behold  Hillel  went  up  from 
Babylon,  but  the  title  of  Rabbi  is  not  added 
to  his  name.  There  were  honourable  persons 
amongst  the  prophets,  for  it  is  said,  Haggai 
the  prophet— Ezra  did  not  go  up  from  Baby- 
lon— and  at  the  mention  of  their  names  the 
title  of  Rabbi  is  not  added  :  neither  have  we 
heard  that  this  was  begun  until  the  Princes 
Rabban  Gamaliel  the  elder,  and  Rabban 
Simon  his  son,  who  was  killed  at  the  destruc- 
tion of  the  second  temple,  and  Rabban  Jo- 
hannan  ben  Zakkai,   who  were  all   princes. 
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Habbi  also  began  with  those  who  were  pro- 
moted at  the  same  time,  Zadok  and  R.  Eliezer, 
the  son  of  Jacob,  and  the  thing  spread  from 
the  disciples  of  Rabban  Johannan  ben 
Zakkai  onwards."  (Aruch  in  ^>ih?.)  "We  need 
not  wonder,  then,  that  Moses  knows  nothing 
of  rabbies,  for  here  is  a  plain  confession,  that 
the  name  was  never  heard  of  until  a  few  years 
before  the  last  dispersion.  It  may,  however, 
be  said,  that  the  office  itself  existed,  though 
the  name  did  not,  and  this  is  in  fact  asserted 
by  Rambam,  when  he  says  :  — 
r-i>  -|iDDn  -^-omxD  Ti  r^mn'  i^dd  im  n^nm 
D!)QD  im  n\r(o  D'3pT  D'ntrn  pi  •  imij'i  vbr 
nnn.^7  i^'dd  c^^pin  |n"i«i  •  n^DtD  p'b:}  rrniiDi 
■©'.^  '•DO  \r!\^  ]>DiaDn  ixi^qoi  •  cnnx'p  Dnn^i 
!  "mi  ri'ii^Q  b^  ^2•'l  r\'2  rJ^  y^irf  b^^  i^n  rr-i  ii> 

*'  Moses  our  master  promoted  Joshua  with 
his  hands ;  for  it  is  said,  '  And  he  laid  his 
hands  upon  him,  and  gave  him  a  charge.' 
(Numb,  xxvii.  23.)  And  in  like  manner  with 
regard  to  the  seventy  elders,  JMoses  our 
master  promoted  them,  and  the  Shechinah 
rested  upon  them ;  and  these  elders  prom.oted 
others,  and  they  again  others;  and  thus  we 
have  a  succession  of  promoted  persons,  until 
the  council  of  Joshua,  and  until  the  council 
of  Moses  our  master."  (Hilchoth  Sanhedrin, 
iv.  1).     And  so  he  tells  us  that 

:  ini^  Dvn  ?]'?«  CMj^i?  "pD  -p'ort  Tni 

*'  King  David  promoted  thiriy  thousand 
persons  in  one  day."  According  to  this  state- 
ment, it  would  appear  that  there  had  been 
always  a  class  of  persons  qualified  to  be 
teachers  and  judges,  and  a  pretty  numerous 
class  too,  from  the  time  of  iMoses ;  but  it  is 
very  extraordinary  that  their  office  should  have 
continued  fifteen  hundred  years  without  a 
name,  and  that  the  nation  should  never  have 
felt  the  inconvenience,  nor  remedied  it  until 
the  last  few  years  of  their  existence  ;  and  it  is 
more  extraordinary  still  that  so  large  and  im- 
portant a  body  should  never  once  be  men. 
tioned  in  the  law  or  the  prophets.  The  land 
must  perfectly  have  swarmed  with  them. 
Thirty  thousand  would  have  been  a  large  pro- 
portion to  the  population  of  the  land  of  Israel ; 
but  David  made  this  number  in  one  day;  and 
Wi  cannot  suppose  that  he  exerted  his  right 
only  once  in  his  life,  nor  that  all  the  other 
doctors  neglected  the  duty  of  raising  up  dis- 
ciples ;  and  the  oral  law  tells  us  that  before 
the  time  of  Hillel  every  one  thus  promoted 
had  the  right  of  promoting  others. 

cn^}  j^n^  xro  lypnm  ]p^rf  bbrib  tod  ^pbr\  a^DDm 

"  At  first  every  promoted  person  could  pro- 
mote his  disciples ;  but  the  wise  men  gave  the 
honour  to  Hillel  the  elder,  and  ordained  that 
no  man  should  promote  except  by  permission 
of  the  prince  (the  Na  i)."  According  to  this, 
the  number  must  have  been  very  great ;  and 


yet  that  they  should  have  continued  so  long 
without  a  name,  and  without  any  mention 
whatever  by  any  of  the  inspired  writers,  is 
perfectly  incredible.  But  there  are  in  the 
account  itself  various  particulars  which  excite 
suspicion.  David's  extensive  work  of  pro- 
motion in  one  day  entirely  exceeds  the  limits 
of  probability,  no  matter  how  the  promotion 
took  place,  whether  by  laying  on  of  hands,  or 
by  command  or  by  letter  :  for  if  we  grant  that 
he  devoted  the  entire  four-and-twenty  hours  of 
that  day  to  the  work,  still,  in  order  to  make 
up  the  number  of  thirty  thousand,  it  will  be 
necessary  to  believe  that  he  promoted  at  the 
rate  of  twelve  hundred  and  fifty  an  hour,  or 
twenty  in  every  minute.  One  such  notorious 
untruth  discredits  the  whole  account  in  which 
it  is  found.  But,  further,  the  admission  that 
the  right  of  conferring  the  dignity  of  doctor 
was  taken  from  those  who  had  possessed  it,  and 
restricted  to  those  who  obtained  permission 
from  the  prince,  shows  that  the  ordinance  of 
promotion  was  not  derived  from  Moses,  but 
was  an  invention  of  m.en.  If  it  had  been  of 
Moses,  the  wise  men  could  have  had  no  au- 
thority to  take  it  away,  neither  is  it  at  all 
likely  that  the  numerous  possessors  of  the 
right,  and  least  of  all,  the  disciples  of  Sham- 
mai,  would  have  quietly  resigned  it.  We 
must  suppose  either  that  the  wise  men  altered 
an  ordinance  of  Moses,  and  thereby  committed 
a  great  sin,  or  that  the  ordinance  of  promotion 
was  a  mere  human  invention.  By  the  latter 
supposition  the  whole  story  of  the  continued 
existence  of  this  class  of  doctors  is  given  up ; 
and  by  the  former  supposition  the  charge  of 
disregard  for  the  law  of  IMoses  is  fixed  upon 
the  wise  men,  and  the  value  of  their  testimony 
taken  away.  Lastly,  the  account  of  the 
manner  of  promotion  is  at  variance  with  the 
above-quoted  assertion  of  the  Baal  Aruch. 
The  oral  law  says  that  the  doctors  were  pro- 
moted in  the  following  manner:  — 

17  pip'ij  .sb^^  •  ip^rr  \i\si  b^j  |nn>  idqd'"©  x"? 

:  n^D2p  'on  i^'d>< 
'*  They  not  only  laid  their  hands  upon  the 
head  of  the  elder,  but  also  saluted  him  with 
the  title.  Rabbi,  and  said  to  him.  Behold  thou 
art  promoted,  and  hast  authority  to  judge, 
even  in  cases  of  mulct."  Here  the  conferring 
the  title  of  Rabbi  is  made  an  integral  part  of 
the  act  of  promotion,  whereas  the  Baal  Aruch 
says  that  the  title  of  Rabbi  was  not  in  use  until 
after  the  time  of  Hillel.  The  assertion,  there- 
fore, that  the  office  of  rabbi  existed  without 
the  name,  even  from  the  time  of  Moses,  is  not 
only  unsupported  by  any  proof  from  the  in- 
spired writings,  but  is  inconsistent  with  other 
assertions  of  the  rabbies  themselves  ;  and  is, 
besides,  found  very  close  to  a  palpable  untruth, 
and  is  therefore  unworthy  of  credit.  Thus  the 
antiquity  of  the  rabbinic  office  is  destroyed, 
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and  appears  to  be  a  comparatively  new  inven- 
tion :  so  that  those  who  profess  the  religion  of 
the  rabbles  cannot  pretend  to  have  the  religion 
of  Moses  or  of  their  forefathers,  but  that  of  a 
new  set  of  teachers,  who  did  not  arise  until  a 
very  few  years  before  the  destruction  of  the 
second  temple.  One  of  the  common  objections 
of  modern  Jews  against  Christianity  is,  its 
novelty.  They  say  that  we  have  got  a  new 
religion,  whereas  they  have  the  ancient  religion ; 
that  we  follow  a  new  teacher,  but  that  they 
follow  Moses.  The  foregoing  examination 
shows  how  little  ground  they  have  for  such  a 
boast.  If  novelty  be  a  valid  objection,  they 
must  confess  that  the  religion  of  the  rabbies 
is  false.  If  the  distance  of  time  that  elapsed 
between  Moses  and  Jesus  of  Nazareth  consti- 
tute a  fair  ground  of  objection,  it  is  as  valid 
against  the  rabbies  as  against  the  liord  Jesus. 
Nay,  if  supposed  novelty  be  the  reason  why 
they  reject  Christianity,  they  must  now  reject 
the  religion  of  the  rabbies,  and  embrace  that 
of  Christ.  We  have  proved  that  the  reli- 
gion of  the  rabbies  is  a  novelty,  and  every 
one  knows  that  one  peculiar  feature  in  the 
teaching  of  Jesus  of  Nazareth  was,  that  he 
opposed  the  Rabbinic  doctrines,  that  is,  he 
opposed  novelty :  this  opposition,  there- 
fore, is  presumptive  evidence  that  the  liord 
Jesus  retained  the  ancient  religion,  and  has 
on  that  very  account  a  claim  upon  all  those 
who  profess  to  venerate  antiquity.  At  all 
events  the  charge  of  novelty  can  be  as  fairly 
urged  against  Rabbinism  as  against  Chris- 
tianity, and  every  Jew  who  urges  it,  is,  if  he 
be  in  earnest  about  truth,  bound  to  compare 
Christianity  with  the  law  and  the  prophets, 
in  order  to  ascertain  whether  it  be  a  new  re- 
ligion or  not.  One  thing  is  certain,  that  the 
ordinances  of  no  religion  can  be  farther  from 
the  Mosaic  appointment  than  those  of  Rab- 
binism. The  Rabbinists  have  rejected  the 
religious  teachers  appointed  by  Moses,  and 
have  chosen  others,  who  cannot  pretend  even 
to  any  degree  of  antiquity ;  and  not  only  so, 
but  even  when  the  possibility  of  having  re- 
gularly appointed  rabbies  ceased,  they  pre- 
ferred those,  who  in  fact  have  no  authority  at 
all,  to  those  teachers  appointed  in  the  law.  The 
oral  law  makes  promotion  necessary  to  the 
exercise  of  the  Rabbinical  office,  and  limits  the 
'ceremony  of  promotion  by  two  conditions, 
first,  that  it  be  conferred  with  the  consent  of 
the  «^U53,  as  we  have  seen  above,  and,  secondly, 
that  it  be  performed  in  the  land  of  Israel. 

"  Elders  are  not  promoted  anywhere,  except 
in  the  land  of  Israel ;  even  although  the  pro- 
moters should  have  been  promoted  there  them- 
selves. Yea,  though  the  persons  conferring 
the  promotion  be  in  the  land,  if  the  person  to 


be  promoted  be  outside  the  land,  the  promo- 
tion is  not  to  take  place."  Now  it  is  plain 
that  these  conditions  cannot  be  fulfilled.  The 
great  majority  of  the  present  rabbies  have 
never  been  in  the  land  of  Israel ;  and  even  if 
they  had  been,  there  has  not  been  a  s>?>\r): 
Prince  for  many  a  century.  For  centuries, 
therefore,  there  has  not  been  a  rabbi  promoted 
to  the  office  as  the  oral  law  requires ;  and  yet 
the  Jews,  rather  than  have  the  priests,  the 
the  sons  of  Levi,  still  keep  up  the  shadov/  of 
the  Rabbinical  office.  A  more  determined 
opposition  to  the  institutions  of  Moses  cannot 
be  imagined.  First,  the  Jewish  people  re- 
jected  the  ordinance  of  Moses,  and  devised  an 
order  of  teachers  of  their  own,  limited  by 
certain  conditions.  Then  God,  in  great 
mercy,  made  the  fulfilment  of  those  conditions 
impossible.  He  took  away  the  Prince,  he 
drove  them  out  of  the  land  of  Israel,  to  give 
them  as  it  were  an  opportunity,  yea  to  com- 
pel them  to  return  to  his  own  appointment : 
but  in  vain.  Although  the  Jews  cannot  ful- 
fil the  conditions  of  their  own  devising,  and 
could  fulfil  God's  appointment,  they  refuse 
the  latter,  and  have  invented  something  newer 
still,  and  that  is  an  order  of  religious  teachers 
who  have  not  even  the  qualifications  required 
by  the  oral  law.  Truly  this  is  to  transgress, 
for  the  mere  sake  of  transgressing.  How, 
then,  can  the  Jews  pretend  to  be  disciples  of 
Moses,  or  assert  that  the  Mosaic  law  is  un- 
changeable? Now  for  near  two  thousand 
years  they  have  lived  in  disobedience  to  one 
of  Moses'  simplest  commandments,  and  have 
changed  one  of  the  essential  institutions  of 
the  law.  The  most  superficial  reader  of  the 
writings  of  Moses  must  see,  that  a  charge  of 
prime  importance  was  assigned  to  the  family 
of  Levi,  not  only  as  respected  the  ministration 
in  the  temple,  but  also  with  regard  to  the 
instruction  of  the  people.  God  in  His  provi- 
dence has  deprived  them  of  the  former.  The 
Jews  themselves,  by  rejecting  the  commands 
of  Xyloses,  have  taken  away  the  latter  office, 
and  thus  have  destroyed  not  only  the  interior, 
but  actually  demolished  the  external  form  of 
the  Mosaic  edifice.  It  is,  therefore,  as  we 
have  said,  a  most  difficult  problem  to  account 
for  the  profession  which  modern  Jews  make 
of  zeal  for  the  law  of  IMoses,  and  one  which 
well  deserves  the  consideration  of  the  Jews 
themselves.  Why  should  they  profess  to  be 
disciples  of  Moses,  when  they  openly  trample 
upon  his  commands,  and  reject  both  the  sub- 
stance and  the  form  of  his  religion  ?  If  they 
really  believe  that  obedience  to  the  law  of 
Moses  is  necessary  to  salvation,  they  ought 
instantly  to  reinstate  the  family  of  Levi  in 
their  office.  But  if  they  prefer  the  new  reli- 
gion of  the  rabbies  to  the  old  religion  of 
Moses,  then  they  ought  honestly  to  say  so ; 
and  not  go  on  halting  between  two  opinions. 
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And  they  ought  to  do  this,  not  merely  to 
avoid  the  charge  of  inconsistency  before  men, 
but  to  satisfy  their  own  consciences  before 
God.  How  can  any  man  reasonably  hope  to 
be  saved  by  a  religion  whose  commands  he 
constantly  transgresses,  and  never  intends  to 
obey  ?  And  yet  this  is  exactly  the  case  of 
the  Rabbinists  with  regard  to  the  law  of 
Moses.  There  have  been  attempts  at  reform 
amongst  the  Jews,  but  we  have  never  heard 
of  any  who  intended  to  restore  the  family  of 
Levi  to  their  office ;  and  yet,  without  this, 
there  is  no  return  to  the  Mosaic  institutions. 

A  disciple  of  the  rabbies  may  perhaps  think, 
that  he  can  retort  this  argument  upon  the 
Christians,  and  say  that  Jesus  of  Nazareth 
was  not  of  the  tribe  of  Levi.  Certainly  he 
was  not;  but  as  the  Messiah,  the  prophets 
foretold  that  he  was  to  be  of  the  tribe  of  Judah  : 
and  as  the  Messiah,  promised  and  appointed 
of  God,  he  has  a  right  to  the  obedience  of  all, 
both  Jew  and  Gentile.  If  he  had  been  only 
an  ordinary  prophet,  he  would  have  had  a 
divine  right  to  teach  the  people  and  to  require 
their  obedience ;  for,  besides  the  priests,  God 
also  appointed  prophets,  but  to  the  prophetic 
office  the  rabbies  do  not  lay  claim.  The 
Lord  Jesus,  on  the  contrary,  claimed  not  only 
the  prophetic  character,  but  asserted  that  He 
was  the  Messiah,  and  proved  the  truth  of  His 
claims  by  exhibiting  miraculous  powers,  and 
especially  by  his  resurrection  from  the  dead. 
As  a  prophet,  therefore,  and  above  all,  as  the 
Messiah,  his  teaching  in  no  wise  interfered 
with  the  office  of  the  priests :  and  his  conduct, 
as  recorded  in  the  New  Testament,  shows 
that,  though  in  determined  and  constant 
opposition  to  the  Pharisees,  the  advocates  of 
the  oral  law,  he  never  lifted  up  his  voice 
against  the  office  of  the  priesthood.  On  the 
contrary,  when  occasion  offered,  he  showed  a 
scrupulous  regard  for  the  commandments  of 
Moses  respecting  the  priests  ;  as  for  instance 
when  he  healed  the  leper,  he  '•  said  unto 
him.  See  thou  tell  no  man ;  but  go  thy  way, 
shew  thyself  to  the  priests,  and  offer  the  gift 
that  JMoses  commanded,  for  a  testimony 
unto  them."  (Matt.  viii.  4.)  And  this 
conduct  is  perfectly  conformable  to  one  pro- 
fessed object  of  the  Lord  Jesus,  which  was  to 


vindicate  the  authority  of  the  law  against  the 
unauthorised  additions  of  men.  He  professed 
himself  the  defender  of  the  Mosaic  law,  and 
opposed  the  whole  system  of  the  Rabbinists,  on 
the  professed  ground  that  ihey  made  it  void 
by  their  traditions.  The  objections,  therefore, 
which  we  have  brought  against  the  oral  law, 
as  overturning  the  institutions  of  Moses,  can- 
not be  applied  to  the  doctrines  or  conduct  of 
the  Lord  Jesus  Christ.  He  never  opposed 
the  priests,  never  interfered  with  their  office, 
never  diminished  aught  from  their  authority. 
Tn  these  most  important  respects,  the  doctrine 
of  Jesus  of  Nazareth  is  necessarily  more  agree- 
able to  the  law  of  Moses  than  the  traditions 
of  the  Pharisees,  who  have  forcibly  altered 
that  great  institution  of  Moses,  the  Levitic 
priesthood,  and  have  themselves  usurped  the 
office  and  the  rights  of  the  priests.  Modern 
Judaism  is  directly  in  opposition  to  the  Mosaic 
law,  and  has  at  present  no  excuse  for  its  op- 
position. The  Jews  of  the  dispersion  cannot 
possibly  keep  its  requirements  concerning 
the  promotion  of  rabbies  ;  their  adherence, 
therefore,  to  that  system  has  now  the  appear- 
ance of  mere  gratuitous  and  wilful  hatred  to  the 
law  of  Moses.  They  profess  to  know  the  family 
of  the  priests,  and  could  therefore  restore  them 
to  their  office,  if  they  pleased.  What  is  there 
to  prevent  them  ?  Nothing  but  the  want  of 
love  for  Moses  and  his  institutions.  We  are 
convinced  that  many  of  the  Jews  have  never 
considered  this  matter,  or  they  would  not  act 
as  they  do.  The  habits  of  thought  induced 
by  early  education,  the  customs  of  their  na- 
tion for  two  thousand  years,  have  drawn  a  sort 
of  veil  over  their  understandings,  so  that  they 
have  not  been  able  to  see  the  palpable  incon- 
sistency of  professing  a  zeal  for  Moses,  whilst 
they  do  homage  to  principles  which  cut  up  his 
institutions  by  the  roots.  Until  the  priests 
be  reinstated  in  their  functions  and  their  rights, 
as  the  divinely  appointed  teachers  of  religion, 
the  Jews  can  have  no  ground  whatever  to 
pretend  that  they  are  disciples  of  JMoses. 
They  are,  at  present,  nothing  but  partizans  of 
the  sect  of  the  Rabbinists.  And  if  they  choose 
to  persevere  in  their  attachment  to  this  sect, 
they  are  bound,  as  honest  men,  to  renounce 
all  profession  of  regard  for  the  law  of  Moses. 
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It  is  certain  that  the  Jews  cannot  appeal 
to  the  law  or  the  prophets  to  defend  their  re- 
jection of  the  old  religion  of  Moses,  and  their 
preference  for  the  new  religion  of  the  rabbies. 
Neither  Moses  nor  the  prophets  knew  any 
thing  about  the  rabbies.  They  are  quite  a 
new  order  of  men,  never  heard  of  until  the 
Jewish  polity  was  tottering  to  its  destruction. 
There  is,  however,  another  argument  to  which 
they  might  appeal,  in  order  to  justify  the  re- 
ception of  new  religious  teachers,  and  that  is, 
the  existence  of  the  Sanhedrin.  It  may  be 
said,  that  when  the  rabbies  arose  and  taught, 
both  they  and  their  doctrines  were  approved 
by  this  great  council,  and  that  this  approval 
is  sufficient  to  establish  the  justice  of  their 
claims,  and  the  truth  of  what  they  taught. 
Indeed,  the  Rabbinists  do  actually  look  upon 
the  Sanhedrin  as  the  great  foundation  on 
which  the  oral  law  rests. 

b2b  «2V  ^D^'Qi  \>rj  crrai  n^Tinn  mar  cm  nc 
rmnn  ^d  b^  -i?d^<2U?  rmn  nn^'^in  ]r^'b:}^  '  "jxntj' 

J  ]Tt'b'$  ]^s^'b^  ]n'?2>  mn  n^is-n  -jioDb  i^'n  imimi 
"  The  great  council  in  Jerusalem  is  the 
foundation-stone  of  the  oral  law,  and  the 
pillars  of  the  doctrine  :  and  from  them  the 
statute  and  the  judgment  goes  forth  to  all 
Israel.  They  have  the  warrant  of  the  law, 
for  it  is  said,  '  According  to  the  sentence  of 
the  law  which  they  shall  teach  thee,'  &c. 
(Deut.  xvii.  11.);  which  is  an  affirmative 
precept,  and  every  one  who  believes  in  Moses 
our  master,  and  in  his  law,  is  bound  to  rest 
the  practice  of  the  law  on  them,  and  to  lean 
on  them."  (Hilchoth  Mamrim,  c.  i.  1.)  Here 
the  indispensable  duty  of  every  Israelite  to 
follow  the  decisions  of  the  Sanhedrin  is  plainly 
asserted ;  it  becomes,  then,  absolutely  neces- 
sary for  us  to  examine  into  the  nature  of  the 
foundation  on  which  claims  so  unlimited  are 
based.  One  would  suppose  that,  at  the  very 
least,  the  Sanhedrin  was  infallible,  and  could 
never  say  or  do  anything  wrong  ;  for  if  this 
council  was  liable  to  error,  and  yet  unde- 
viating  obedience  to  its  decisions  required, 
whenever  they  went  wrong,  all  Isr.ael  must 
have  gone  wrong  also.  But  yet,  strange  to 
say,  the  infallibility  of  the  Sanhedrin  is  not 
only  not  asserted,  biit  plainly  denied — yea,  the 
possibility  of  error  unequivocally  intimated, 
and  even  provided  for. 


Dnnn«  ins-i  *  p  i3n  "jd  y-\nv  crrm  rrKn^io 
no  'CD  pi  nmo  m  nrr  "ims  ■nnD'?  inx  yi  n^^ 
C'Q'2  H'H'  -i\r«  r:Di\on  bii  ^'oaw  •  VD^yi  nxno^u 
:  i-mnTT  ]n  n^n  "inx  x7«  r\-2bb  2"n  "]r«  nnn 
Tc^rcT  :n:n  irnim  riDpn  i^pn  \^  rm^  1-11:1^.''  p  n^i 

nm.^"!  n:pnn  nmx  ~\ip2?b"i  C'3ri.\sin  cnm  y^i"? 
p  bM:s.  rrrt'^  -]■$  "jid^  "i3'«  •  ^noo  irn^i  rmDn 

"  When  a  great  council  has  decided  by 
one  of  the  rules,  and  according  to  the  best 
of  their  judgment,  that  the  judgment  is  so 
and  so,  and  has  passed  sentence  ;  if  there 
arise  after  them  another  council  of  a  contrary 
opinion,  the  latter  may  reverse  the  sentence, 
and  pass  another  according  to  the  best  of  their 
judgment,  for  it  is  said,  *  Unto  the  judge  that 
shall  be  in  those  days '  (Deut.  xvii.  9.)  ; 
thou  art,  therefore,  not  bound  to  follow  any 
other  but  the  existing  council.  But  if  a 
council  decree  a  decree,  or  ordain  an  ordi- 
nance, or  sanction  a  custom,  and  the  thing  has 
spread  in  all  Israel ;  and  there  arise  after  them 
another  council,  which  wishes  to  abrogate  the 
former  things,  and  to  root  out  that  ordinance, 
decree,  or  custom,  it  is  not  permitted,  unless 
they  excel  the  former  in  wisdom  and  in  num- 
ber." (Ibid.  c.  ii.  1,  2.)  According  to  this 
doctrine  the  Sanhedrin  in  one  generation  may 
teach  one  doctrine,  and  in  the  next  generation 
another  Sanhedrin  may  abrogate  all  the  legis- 
lative acts  of  the  former,  and  teach  another 
doctrine,  and  yet,  though  one  of  the  two  must 
necessarily  be  in  the  wrong,  Israel  is  bound 
to  obey  both  ;  and  thus  the  law  is  made  to 
sanction  disobedience  to  itself.  Nay,  more, 
the  will  of  God  is  made  actually  to  depend 
upon  the  wit  and  the  will  of  man.  Instead  of 
being  eternal  and  unchangeable  truth,  it  must 
vary  with  each  succeeding  generation,  so  that 
what  was  truth  to  a  father,  might  be  false- 
hood to  his  son  ;  and  every  new  Sanhedrin 
would,  in  fact,  have  the  power  to  make  a  new 
law.  How,  then,  can  the  Jews  pretend  that  the 
Mosaic  law  is  unchangeable  ?  Here  it  is  as- 
serted, that  the  Jews  are  to  receive,  as  the 
law  of  Moses,  whatever  the  Sanhedrin  may 
think  right  to  teach — and  that  every  new  San- 
hedrin may  overturn  the  doctrines  of  their 
predecessors,  and  teach  the  very  opposite ;  so 
that,  instead  of  being  eternal,  the  law  would 
be  one  of  the  most  changeable  things  in  the 
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world,  and  might  never  last  the  same  for  even 
two  generations.  But  how  can  any  man  pos- 
sibly believe,  that  a  command  so  preposterous 
should  come  from  God,  or  that  he  v/ould  deli- 
ver  over  his  people  Israel,  bound  hand  and 
foot,  into  the  power  of  seven ty-one  persons, 
and  require  unconditional  obedience,  no  mat- 
ter whether  these  persons  were  in  the  right  or 
in  the  wrong?  Pretensions  so  extravagant 
justly  excite  suspicion,  and  entirely  destroy 
the  credit  of  those  that  make  them.  They 
betray  an  inordinate  lust  of  power,  and  savour 
far  more  strongly  of  ambition  than  piety.  It 
was  no  doubt  very  convenient  for  the  mem- 
bers of  the  Sanhedrin  to  be  able  to  reverse 
the  decisions  of  their  predecessors.  On  these 
terms,  the  law  could  never  stand  in  the  way 
of  their  own  schemes.  No  matter  how  it  had 
been  explained  or  understood  before,  they  had 
the  power  of  giving  a  new  interpretation  to 
suit  their  own  purpose.  It  is  truly  wonderful 
how  the  Jews  can  suffer  themselves  to  be  de- 
luded by  an  imposture  so  exceedingly  coarse. 
A  child  ought  to  be  able  to  see,  that  God 
could  never  require  a  man  to  renounce  his 
understanding,  and  to  receive  two  direct  con- 
tradictions as  true. 

The  manifest  absurdity  of  this  doctrine  is 
sufficient  to  prove  that  the  passage  cited  from 
Deut.  xvii.  is  misinterpreted  and  misapplied  ; 
and  a  little  consideration  will  show  that  it 
does  not  refer  to  the  Sanhedrin  at  all.  In 
the  first  place  there  is  no  mention  of  that 
council,  nor  any  thing  that  even  implies  a 
reference  to  such  a  body.  The  command  of 
God  is,  "  Thou  shalt  come  unto  the  priests^ 
the  Levites,  and  unto  the  judge  that  shall  be 
in  those  days,  and  inquire."  It  is  not  said  to 
the  judges,  but  to  the  judge  !:DTCn.  To 
these,  and  not  to  the  Sanhedrin,  Moses  re- 
quires  absolute  obedience,  and  that  for  a  just 
and  sufficient  reason,  because,  as  we  have 
shown  in  Number  2,  they  had  the  means  of 
obtaining  an  infallible  answer  by  means  of 
the  C'?2iim  nm^  Urim  and  Thummim.  It 
was  the  privilege  of  Israel  to  be  able  to  ask 
counsel  immediately  of  God ;  and  it  was 
therefore  only  rational  to  expect  unconditional 
obedience  to  the  command  of  the  Almighty. 
Such  decisions  were  absolutely  unchangeable 
as  God  himself,  for  '•  He  is  not  a  man  that 
he  should  lie,  nor  the  son  of  man  that  He 
should  repent ; "  and  no  man  in  his  senses 
would  have  thought  of  getting  a  sentence  of 
this  kind  reversed.  These  words  can  there- 
fore by  no  means  apply  to  a  tribunal  fallible 
in  judgment,  and  as  changeable  in  its  opi- 
nions as  in  the  persons  of  which  it  was  com- 
posed:  but  if  this  passage  does  not  apply, 
there  is  no  other  in  the  Bible  which  requires 
'as  to  receive  the  decision  of  the  Sanhedrin  as 
of  divine  authority,  nor  in  the  oral  law  either, 
for  it  supposes  that  this  council  was  capable 


of  mistake.  Consequently,  the  Sanhedrin'a 
approval  of  the  new  order  and  new  religion  of 
the  rabbles  is  of  no  weight  whatever.  The 
Bible  does  not  command  us  to  believe  that 
they  were  always  in  the  right ;  and  they 
themselves  tell  us  that  they  might  be  in  the 
wrong,  and  therefore  might  be  in  the  wrong 
in  their  approval  of  the  rabbles. 

But  the  truth  is,  that  neither  the  Bible  nor 
history  gives  us  any  warrant  whatever  for  re- 
garding the  Sanhedrin  as  a  Mosaic  institu- 
tion. In  the  first  place,  it  is  never  once 
mentioned  either  in  the  Law  or  in  the  Pro- 
phets. The  word  Sanhedrin  is  Greek,  and 
so  far  as  it  goes  would  lead  us  to  suppose  that 
this  tribunal  was  not  instituted  until  some 
time  after  the  building  of  the  second  temple, 
and  after  the  Greek  occupation  of  the  land, 
when  the  Jews  had  become  acquainted  with 
the  Greek  language.  This  Greek  word  would 
lead  us  even  to  suppose  that  the  Sanhedrin 
was  instituted  by  the  Greek  rulers,  and  that 
they  gave  the  tribunal  its  name.  If  it  had 
been  an  old  Mosaic  institution,  the  Jews 
them.selves,  who  hated  the  Greeks,  and  that 
with  good  reason,  would  never  have  given  it  a 
Greek  name :  and  even  if  the  Greeks  had  as- 
signed this  name  to  a  Jewish  tribunal,  which 
had  previously  existed,  the  Jews  would  not 
have  adopted  it.  It  is  true  that  there  is  also 
a  Hebrew  name  for  this  tribunal,  "jniin  ^n  rri, 
"  The  great  house  of  judgment,"  but  if  this 
had  been  the  original  name,  it  is  not  at  all 
likely  that  the  Greek  name  would  have  sup- 
planted it ;  whereas  if  it  was  a  Greek  institu- 
tion, and  therefore  had  a  Greek  name,  it  is 
not  to  be  wondered  at  that  that  name  should 
have  obtained  general  currency,  or  that  it 
should  also  be  translated  into  Hebrew.  The 
Hebrew  name  will  not  do  more  than  the 
Greek  to  prove  the  antiquity  of  the  tribunal, 
for  it  never  once  occurs  in  the  Bible,  and  it 
would  be  very  strange,  if  this  council  had 
existed  from  the  time  of  Moses,  that  it  should 
never  once  be  mentioned.  The  High  Court 
of  Parliament  does  not  hold  a  more  important 
place  in  the  history  of  this  country,  than  the 
Sanhedrin  must  have  done  in  the  history  of 
Israel,  if  it  had  really  existed,  how  then  are 
we  to  account  for  the  fact,  that  neither  the 
historians  nor  the  prophets  of  Israel  ever  make 
the  most  distant  allusion  to  its  being?  If 
the  rabbles  speak  truth,  the  prophets,  the 
high  priests,  and  the  kings  of  Israel,  were 
mere  cyphers  compared  with  the  Sanhedrin, 
for  it  had  supreme  power  over  them  all,  and 
could  try,  condemn,  and  execute  them,  and 
yet  they  are  mentioned  again  and  again,  and 
the  Sanhedrin  passed  by  in  mysterious  silence ! 
There  are  two  books  of  Kings,  and  two  of 
Chronicles,  relating  the  history  of  the  Royal 
rulers  of  Israel,  but  the  supreme  council  of 
the  nation,  the  rulers  of  kings  and  priests,  the 
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foundation-stone  of  the  law,  the  pillars  of  re- 
ligion,  have  never  obtained  even  a  casual 
notice  !  Is  this  at  all  probable  ?  Would  it 
be  possible  to  v/rite  a  history  of  the  British 
Constitution  without  ever  once  mentioning  the 
existence  of  the  Parhament  ?  And  yet  this 
is  what  has  happened,  according  to  the  rab- 
bles, to  the  essential  feature  of  the  Constitu- 
tion of  Israel.  Neither  the  lawgiver,  nor  the 
historians,  nor  the  prophets,  have  said  one 
word  about  it. 

The  rabbles  have  felt  the  necessity  of  find- 
ing something  or  other  in  the  written  law, 
that  would  look  like  the  recognition  of  the 
Sanhedrin,  and  have  therefore  fixed  on  two 
passages  which  they  think  will  serve  their 
cause.  One  is  that  to  which  we  have  already 
alluded,  ''  Thou  shalt  come  unto  the  priests 
the  Levites,  and  unto  the  judge  that  shall  be 
in  those  days."  (Deut.  xvii.  9.)  We  have 
already  said  sufficient  to  show  that  this  pas- 
sage is  totally  irrelevant,  and  now  add  one 
remark  more,  which  is  in  itself  decisive,  and 
that  is,  that  the  constitution  of  the  Sanhedrin, 
as  described  in  the  oral  law,  is  altogether  at 
variance  with  the  conditions  laid  down  in  this 
passage.     The  oral  law  says — 

■w^b^   Q^:nD  nbnj  pinoDi  nvnb  mijoi 

"  The  command  is,  that  there  should  be  in 
the  great  Sanhedrin,  priests  and  Levites,  for 
it  is  said,  '  Thou  shalt  come  to  the  priests, 
the  Levites.'  But  if  they  find  none,  yea, 
though  they  be  all  mere  Israelites,  this  is 
lawful."  (Hilchoth  Sanhedrin,  c.  ii.  2.) 
According  to  this  the  Sanhedrin  was  to  consist 
of  three  distinct  classes,  priests,  I^evites,  and 
Israelites ;  but  Moses  does  not  say  one  word 
of  the  Levites,  as  distinguished  from  the 
priests.  His  words  are,  "  Thou  shalt  come 
to  the  priests,  the  Levites."  He  does  not 
say,  "  The  priests  and  the  Levites ; "  but 
simply,  *•  The  priests,  the  Levites  ;"  from 
which  it  is  plain  that  he  was  speaking  only 
of  that  one  class  of  the  sons  of  Levi,  who  had 
the  office  of  the  priesthood ;  but  not  of  that 
other  class,  whose  only  title  was  "  The  Le- 
vites." This  is  the  first  difference.  The 
second  is  like  it,  inasmuch  as  it  is  also  an  un- 
authorized addition,  and  that  is,  that  there 
should  be  Israelites  members  of  this  council, 
of  whom  Moses  does  not  say  one  word  more 
than  he  does  of  the  Levites.  Besides  the 
priests,  Moses  mentions  none  but  the  judge 
r^DVtTJn,  not  the  judges,  so  that  if  the  judge 
was  an  Israelite,  there  could  at  the  very  most 
be  only  one  Israelite  amongst  those  whom 
Closes  appoints  as  the  highest  court  of  appeal 
in  Israel.  But  if  the  judge  'CDrci:rr  was  him- 
self a  priest,  then  there  was  not  even  one 
Israelite  ;  but  the  court  was  composed  exclu- 
sively of  priests.    This  court  cannot,  therefore, 


be  the  same  as  the  Sanhedrin,  which  was  to 
be  composed  of  all  the  three  classes.  Thirdly, 
the  oral  law  says,  That  though  the  Sanhedrin 
should  not  reckon  one  priest  amongst  its 
members,  but  should  consist  entirely  of 
Israelites,  that  still  it  is  lawful  ;  this  court 
can,  therefore,  never  be  the  same  as  that  of 
which  Moses  says,  ''  Thou  shalt  come  to  the 
priests,  the  Levites,  and  to  the  judge."  The 
court  which  the  rabbles  have  appointed  might 
not  have  even  one  priest,  and  yet  they  ask  us 
to  believe  that  this  is  identical  with  that, 
wliich,  according  to  the  appointment  of  Moses, 
could  never  have  more  than  one  Israelite,  but 
might,  and  in  the  days  of  Eli  actually  did, 
consist  exclusively  of  priests.  Truly  the 
rabbles  must  have  calculated  upon  disciples 
with  a  most  inordinate  measure  of  credulity. 
The  man  that  would  believe  this,  would  be- 
lieve that  black  is  white ;  or  as  Rashi  says, 
that  his  right  hand  is  the  left,  and  his  left 
hand  the  right.  And  this  is  really  what 
modern  Judaism  expects,  and  absolutely  com- 
mands  in  so  many  words.  In  Rashi's  com- 
mentary on  the  words  "  Thou  shalt  not 
decline  from  the  sentence  which  they  shall 
show  thee,  to  the  right  nor  to  the  left"  (Deut. 
xvii.  11)  ;  which  words,  as  we  have  seen,  the 
rabbles  apply  to  the  Sanhedrin,  he  says — 

"  Yea,  though  they  should  tell  thee  of  the 
right  hand,  that  it  is'the  left,  and  of  the  left 
hand,  that  it  is  the  right."  Of  course  men 
that  expected  from  their  followers  this  perfect 
renunciation  of  reason,  might  say  any  thing 
they  liked,  and  might  therefore  ask  them  to 
believe  that  a  court  consisting  of  all  priests 
was  identical  with  one  from  which  priests  were 
altogether  excluded.  But  as  we  are  not 
willing  to  give  up  that  reason,  which  we  con- 
sider a  noble  gift  of  Gcd,  we  cannot  help 
thinking  that  these  two  courts  are  as  different 
as  day  and  night,  and  that  the  appointment 
of  Moses  does  not  in  the  remotest  degree  serve 
as  a  warrant  for  the  appointment  of  the  San- 
hedrin. Indeed,  the  sad  perplexity  of  the 
rabbles  to  find  out  some  passage  or  other  on 
which  to  father  their  own  inventions,  and  the 
desperate  necessity  which  they  felt  of  appealing 
to  this  passage,  proves  to  us  most  satisfactorily, 
that  the  Sanhedrin  is  not  a  Mosaic  institution 
at  all.  It  is  as  impossible  that  there  could  be 
two  supreme  courts,  as  that  a  man  can  have  two 
heads.  Moses  did  appoint  a  supreme  court, 
from  which  there  was  no  appeal,  as  is  plain 
from  the  words,  "  Thou  shalt  come  to  the 
priests,  the  Levites,  and  to  the  judge,"  and 
we  have  proved  that  this  court  is  not  identical 
with  the  Sanhedrin.  But  according  to  the 
rabbles,  the  Sanhedrin  was  a  supreme  court ; 
if,  therefore,  it  had  existed,  there  would  have 
been  two  supreme  courts,  perfectly  independent 
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of  each  other,  which  is  plainly  impossible. 
It  never  entered  into  the  head  even  of  human 
lawgivers  to  be  guilty  of  such  absurdity,  and 
it  would  be  an  affront  to  the  wisdom  of  the 
Almighty  to  suppose  that  he  had  sanctioned 
it  in  his  own  law.  This  one  argument  is  in 
itself  sufficient  to  overthrow  the  doctrine  of  a 
Sanhedrin  as  taught  in  the  oral  law.  It  was 
not  only  unknown  to  Moses,  but  is  directly 
opposed  to  his  own  institution. 

This  portion  of  the  oral  law  is,  however, 
most  important  for  proving  the  total  disregard, 
or  rather  contempt,  which  the  rabbles  had 
for  the  institutions  of  Moses,  and  the  motives 
by  which  they  were  actuated.  Moses  ordained 
a  supreme  court  of  judicature,  to  consist  ex- 
clusively of  priests,  together  with  the  chief 
civil  governor  for  the  time  being.  The  rab- 
bles not  only  did  not  choose  to  obey  the  com- 
mand of  Moses,  but  actually  abrogated  his 
institution,  and  set  up  another  instead  of 
it.  They  were  probably  enabled  to  do  this 
in  the  time  of  confusion  which  followed 
the  Greek  conquest.  The  Greeks,  who  cared 
nothing  for  Moses  or  his  laws,  naturally  dis- 
regarded  the  priests  and  the  lawful  civil 
governor ;  and  therefore  when  they  conquered 
the  land,  set  up  a  tribunal  of  their  own,  com- 
posed not  of  those  whom  Moses  had  appointed, 
but  of  any  whom  they  could  find.  Indeed, 
to  secure  their  own  dominion,  their  natural 
policy  was  to  exclude  those  who  had  previously 
held  the  reigns  of  Government.  To  this  new 
tribunal  they  of  course  gave  a  Greek  name, 
and  called  it  in  their  own  language,  ffuviB^tov, 
or,  as  the  Talmud  pronounces  it,  Sanhedrin. 
The  Jews,  whom  they  appointed  members, 
liked  the  power  which  it  gave  them,  and 
therefore,  when  the  Greeks  were  gone,  endea- 
voured to  perpetuate  it ;  and  as  they  could  not 
find  a  warrant  for  it  in  the  written  law,  de- 
clared that  the  institution  was  a  part  of  the 
oral  law ;  and  thus,  to  gratify  their  own  am- 
bition, trampled  upon  the  law  of  Moses. 
This  is  the  probable  history  of  the  rise  of  the 
Sanhedrin ;  but  however  that  be,  it  is  certain 
that  it  is  directly  opposed  to  that  supreme 
court  appointed  by  JMoses,  and  that  it  was 


love  of  power  which  induced  the  rabbles  to 
sanction  it.  They  thereby  depressed  the  au- 
thority of  the  priests  and  the  civil  governor, 
and  in  fact  became  the  dictators  of  the  Jewish 
commonwealth.  A  tribunal  supported  from 
such  motives,  and  so  directly  subversive  of  the 
commands  of  Moses,  cannot  prove  to  any  lover 
ofthe  old  religion  the  authority  of  the  rabbies. 
Indeed,  the  approval  of  such  a  body  would  go 
far  to  prove  that  the  oral  law  and  the  rabbies 
were  Moses's  enemies.  The  Mosaic  law  was 
first  pulled  down  before  the  Sanhedrin  could 
be  built  up,  and  it  was  founded  on  the  ruins 
of  the  Mosaic  institutions. 

We  have  not  space  at  present  to  enter  into 
the  other  passage  which  the  rabbies  cite  in 
proof  of  the  authority  of  the  Sanhedrin,  but 
hope  to  do  so  in  our  next  number — not  that  it 
is  necessary  to  the  argument,  but  simply 
because  it  is  our  earnest  wish  that  the  people 
of  Israel  should  see  how  the  rabbies  are  in 
difficulty  to  find  even  a  semblance  of  proof  for 
the  foundation-stone  of  their  whole  fabric. 
That  one  passage  from  Deuteronomy — "  Thou 
shalt  come  unto  the  priests,  the  Levites,  and 
the  judge,"  is  quite  sufficient  to  prove  that 
Moses  did  not  institute  the  Sanhedrin,  but 
that,  on  the  contrary,  it  must  have  been  es- 
tablished by  some  determined  enemies  of  the 
Mosaic  law  ;  and  that  it  was  perpetuated  by 
those  whose  ambition  led  them  to  usurp  power, 
which  Moses  had  committed  unto  others. 
We  have  thus  another  proof  that  modern 
Judaism  has  demolished  even  the  external  form 
of  the  Mosaic  constitution.  The  rabbies  were 
not  content  with  rejecting  the  religion  of 
Moses,  and  casting  out  the  religious  teachers 
whom  he  had  appointed,  but  have  also  revo- 
lutionized the  national  polity.  Moses  ordained 
a  supreme  council,  consisting  of  the  priests, 
the  Levites,  together  with  the  judge,  the  chief 
civil  governor ;  but  the  rabbies  have  preferred 
a  tribunal  established  by  idolatrous  Greeks, 
because  this  Greek  institution  gave  the  power 
into  their  own  hands.  No  wonder  that  the 
God  of  Moses  destroyed  their  city,  and  put  an 
end  to  that  delusion  with  which  ambitious  and 
wicked  men  deceived  his  people  Israel. 
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The  Sanhedrin  is,  as  we  said  in  our  last 
number,  the  foundation-stone  on  which  the 
authority  of  the  rabbies,  and  the  whole  fabric 
of  tradition  rests.  Take  away  this,  and  not  the 
shadow  of  an  argument  remains  to  justify 
the  Jews  in  their  rejection  of  the  Mosaic  re- 
ligion, and  their  demolition  of  the  Mosaic 
constitution.  But  this  we  have  done.  Enough 
has  already  been  said  to  make  it  probable 
that  the  Sanhedrin,  with  its  Greek  name,  was 
invented  and  established  by  the  idolatrous 
Greeks ;  and  to  make  it  certain  that  it  is 
subversive  of  the  Supreme  Council  established 
by  Moses,  and  that,  for  that  reason,  it  was 
not  one  of  his  institutions.  We  have  already 
disposed  of  one  of  the  passages  which  the 
rabbies  quote  from  the  Pentateuch,  to  prove 
the  Divine  authority  of  the  Sanhedrin  ;  but, 
as  they  have,  with  much  difficulty,  found  two, 
we  now  proceed  to  consider  the  second.  It  is 
quoted  in  the  following  manner :  — 

-iD«:ttj  ITfi:.  b::^  n'cm  bxTC'  ':piQ  mjv  n'^2XD 
:  N^y  '^rt  inj?  Dia  i!?\-in> 
"  How  many  councils  (or  tribunals)  ought 
to  be  established  in  Israel,  and  of  how  many 
members  ought  they  to  consist  ?  Ans.  The 
great  council  in  the  temple,  called  the  Great 
Sanhedrin,  ought  to  be  established  first,  and 
the  number  of  its  members  ought  to  be 
seventy-one ;  for  it  is  said,  '  Gather  unto 
me  seventy  men  of  the  elders  of  Israel ; ' 
and  to  them  Moses  is  to  be  added,  as  it  is 
said,  «  And  they  shall  stand  there  with  thee.' 
(Numb.  xi.  16.)  This  makes  seventy-one." 
(Hilchoth  Sanhedrin,  c.  i.  2.)  Here  the 
rabbies  have  certainly  found  the  number 
seventy-one;  but  to  prove  that  this  was  the 
Sanhedrin,  they  ought  first,  to  show,  that 
these  seventy-one  persons  were  not  to  be  scat- 
tered through  the  tribes,  but  always  to  remain 
together  as  one  council ;  and,  secondly,  that 
this  council  was  to  be  permanent ;  and, 
thirdly,  that  this  council  did  really  exist  from 
the  time  of  Moses  to  the  destruction  of  Je- 
rusalem ;  and,  fourthly,  and  most  important 
of  all,  that  this  was  the  Supreme  Council ;  for 
even  if  the  other  three  points  could  be  made  out, 
they  would  be  insufficient  without  this.  The 
Sanhedrin  claims  to  be  the  Supreme  Council, 
and,  therefore,  if  it  cannot  be  shown,  that  the 


assembly  of  the  seventy  elders  is  identical  with 
the  Supreme  Council  appointed  by  Moses,  this 
passage  is  of  no  more  use  than  the  former  one. 
Now,  respecting  the  three  first  points,  nothing 
whatever  is  said,  either  in  the  Law  or  the 
Prophets.  And  respecting  the  fourth,  even 
if  we  grant  the  three  first,  we  can  show  that 
these  seventy  elders  did  not  constitute  the 
Supreme  Council  of  the  nation.  We  have 
proved  in  our  last  paper,  that  the  supreme 
power  was  vested  in  an  exclusive  council 
composed  of  the  priests,  together  with  the 
judge  t:DlM)rr,  but  the  seventy  elders,  here 
spoken  of,  were  to  be  chosen  promiscuously 
from  the  tribes  of  Israel,  and  therefore  cannot 
be  identical  with  that  exclusive  assembly ; 
and  therefore  did  not  compose  the  Supreme 
Council ;  and  therefore  had  nothing  of  the 
nature  of  the  Sanhedrin,  which  pretended  to 
be  supreme  over  all.  Thus  it  appears  on  ex- 
amination, that  there  is  not  one  text  in  the 
whole  law  of  Moses,  which  authorises  the 
establishment  of  such  a  council  as  the  Sanhe- 
drin ;  but  that,  on  the  contrary,  it  stands  in 
direct  opposition  to  that  order  of  things  pre- 
scribed by  Moses. 

We  can,  however,  go  farther,  and  show 
that  all  the  particulars  which  the  rabbies  detail 
concerning  it  are  manifest  falsehoods;  and 
that,  if  the  Jews  choose  to  believe  what  the 
oral  law  says  concerning  the  Sanhedrin,  they 
must  not  only  give  up  3Ioses,  but  renounce 
all  the  other  inspired  writers  of  the  Old  Tes- 
tament.    The  particular  and  exclusive  duties 

of  the  Sandedrin  are  thus  detailed: 

]'N"!  •  ><"2?  "jttj  xi  r?i  'D  bv  «■?«  ^'?n  ]>i>nyn  vn 

!Qi^^n  n^i  ^^'j  pT  |>^«i  •  N"y  b-^  ^>T  n>i  >d  by  «■?« 
br\i  pD  n«  ^b^  y>s>T^  N>i2  n«  wVi  ibiD  minuj 

TJ?  \'SD^V!  «bi  inyor:,  ^p^  ^'m:i"i3?  |^«  pi  •  mui^uji 
•  br\yr\  ^n  nui  ^j'?^  ntoiDn  n«  ^'p\nn  xVi  nnT:r7 

jn  n'2  'D  by  xbx  i^ryr^  mnobi  mMnn  nonbab 
!  jbx  iJ«^'i'  bn^n  -imn  b3  yov^w  •  bnan 
"  A  king  is  not  to  be  appointed  except  by 
the  decision  of  the  Great  Council  of  Seventy- 
one.  The  minor  councils  through  the  tribes 
and  towns  are  not  to  be  established  except  by 
the  Council  of  Seventy-one.  Judgment  is  not 
to  be  passed  on  a  tribe  that  has  been  entirely 
seduced,  nor  upon  a  false  prophet,  nor  upon  a 
high  priest  in  capital  cases,  except  by  the 
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Great  Council.  (In  mere  money  matters  the 
tribunal  of  three  is  competent.)  In  like  man- 
ner  an  elder  is  not  declared  rebellious,  nor  a 
city  dealt  with  as  seduced,*  nor  the  bitter 
waters  administered  to  the  suspected  adulteress, 
except  by  the  Great  Council.  Neither  is  an 
addition  made  to  the  city  nor  to  the  courts. 
Neither  are  armies  led  forth  to  the  wars  of 
permission  ;  nor  the  elders  led  forth  to  measure 
in  the  case  of  a  slain  person  (Deut.  xxi.  1,  &c.), 
except  by  command  of  the  Great  Council,  for 
it  is  said,  '  Every  great  matter  they  shall 
bring  to  thee.'  (Exod.  xviii.  22.)"  (Hil- 
choth  Sanhedrin,  c  v.  1 .)  Such  is  the  power 
and  jurisdiction  attributed  by  therabbies  to  the 
Sanhedrin,  and  which  we  have  nov/  to  consider. 
The  mere  reading  over  of  these  deiails  is  suf- 
ficient to  convince  any  reasonable  man  that  the 
whole  affair  is  a  waking  dream  of  some  man 
or  men,  intoxicated  with  the  love  of  dominion. 
No  man  in  his  senses  can  believe  that  God 
could  be  the  author  of  a  despotism  so  dreadful 
over  the  minds  and  bodies  of  men.  In  the 
first  place,  here  is  an  aristocracy  of  seventy 
persons,  described  as  having  supreme  jurisdic- 
tion over  the  King,  the  High  Priest,  the 
Prophets,  and  the  people — possessing  the 
power  not  only  to  judge  individuals,  but  to 
pass  sentence  on  whole  cities  and  tribes,  and 
utterly  to  destroy  them  if  they  pleased — and 
this  without  any  other  law  or  precedent  to 
guide  them  than  their  own  will— and,  inasmuch 
as  they  were  self-elective,  subject  tonocontroul 
v/hatever,  either  of  the  king  or  the  people. 
We  have  heard  much  of  corrupt  corporations 
lately,  but  any  thing  at  all  equal  to  the  self- 
elective  corporation  of  the  Sanhedrin  we  never 
heard  of,  excepting  another  college  of  seventy- 
one,  the  grand  council  of  another  oral  law  of 
later  date.  It  is  vain  to  say  that  this  body 
was  controuled  by  the  law  of  JMoses.  When  the 
Sanhedrin  existed  there  was  no  law  of  Moses, 
but  their  own  will.  They  expounded  the  law 
as  they  liked ;  and  as  we  saw  in  our  last,  were 
not  bound  even  by  the  decisions  of  their  pre- 
decessors ;  and  if  any  man  dared  to  think  for 
himself  or  to  dispute  their  interpretation,  he 
was  strangled. 

"  Strangulation  was  the  mode  of  execution 
for  any  learned  man,  who  rebelled  against 
their  words."  (Hi'.choth  Biamrim,  c.  i.  2.) 
They  had  thus  the  power  to  make  the  law  say 
what  they  liked  :  and  there  was  no  power  on 
earth  to  controul  them.  If  they  had  been  ap- 
pointed by  the  king,  or  elected  by  the  people, 
they  would  have  been  responsible  for  the  abuse 
of  their  power  ;  but  they  elected  their  mem- 
bers, and  could  be  deposed  by  none  but  them- 
selves.  A  despotism  so  complete  and  so 
dreadful,  so  inimical  to  personal  security,  and 

*  Compare  Deut.  xiii.  13,  and  Hilclioth  Accum, 


so  subversive  of.  all  liberty  of  conscience, 
could  never  have  been  created  by  God,  but 
must  necessarily  be  the  offspring  of  the  dis- 
tempered brain  of  man.  We  can  hardly 
believe  that  many  Jews,  except  the  Talmud- 
istic  zealots,  who  might  hope  to  be  made 
members,  wish  for  the  restoration  of  the 
Sanhedrin ;  and  yet,  if  they  do  not,  they  do 
not  believe  in  the  Jewish  religion,  for  the 
re-establishment  of  that  Great  Council  is  the 
consummation  of  Judaism  :  and  if  they  do 
not  believe  in  this  religion,  can  they  consider 
themselves  honest  men  in  professing  it  ? 

But  we  must  proceed  to  consider  on  what 
authority  the  rabbles  make  these  claims  to 
such  extensive  jurisdiction.  One  would  expect 
to  find  some  disiinct  command  of  God,  ex- 
pressly addressed  to  the  council ;  but  no,  their 
only  authority  is  the  v/ords  of  Jethro  to  Moses, 
"  Every  great  matter  they  shall  bring  to 
thee  ;  "  a  plain  confession  that  there  is  in  the 
whole  Bible  nothing  to  warrant  their  preten- 
sions,  or  they  never  would  have  taken  refuge 
in  words  so  totally  irrelevant.  Indeed,  wc 
are  rather  surprised  that  they  appealed  to  the 
Bible  at  all,  for  such  an  appeal  is  fatal  to  all 
their  pretensions.  Just  let  us  examine  some 
of  the  particulars  detailed  above,  by  the  light 
of  God's  Word.  The  first  pretension  is,  that 
"  A  king  is  not  to  be  appointed  except 
by  the  deci.sion  of  the  Great  Council  of 
Seventy- one."  Now  is  this  true?  Is  it 
possible  to  show  that  any  one  of  the  Kings 
of  Israel  was  appointed  by  the  Sanhe- 
drin ?  Not  one ;  but  it  is  possible  to  prove 
of  many  that  they  were  appointed  without  any 
reference  whatever  to  any  such  Council. 
Take,  for  instance,  Saul,  the  first  king  of 
Israel ;  what  had  the  Sar;hedrin  to  do  with  his 
election  to  the  kingly  office  ?  Nothing  at  all. 
So  far  as  man  was  concerned,  Samuel,  and 
Samuel  alone,  was  the  instrument  of  his  elec- 
tion. When  the  people  wished  a  king,  they 
did  not  go  to  the  Sanhedrin,  but  to  Samuel. 
He  dissuaded  them,  "  Nevertheless,  the  peo- 
ple refused  to  obey  the  voice  of  Samuel." 
Would  they  have  ventured  to  do  so  if  he  had 
been  president  of  so  dreadful  a  Council  as  the 
Sanhedrin  ?  When  Saul  was  anointed,  it 
was  not  by  the  Sanhedrin,  nor  by  their  com- 
mand.  No  man  was  present  but  the  king 
elect  and  the  prophet.  "  Then  Samuel  took 
a  vial  of  oil,  and  poured  it  upon  his  head,  and 
kissed  him,  and  said,  Is  it  not  because  the 
Lord  hath  anointed  thee  to  be  captain  over 
his  inheritance?"  (1  Sam.  x.  1.)  And  when 
Saul  was  solemnly  confirmed  before  the 
people,  Samuel  was  still  the  sole  agent. 
"  Samuel  called  the  people  together  unto  the 
liord  to  Mizpeh,  and  said.  Now  therefore 
present  yourselves  before  the  Lord  by  your 
tribes  and  by  your  thousands ;  and  Saul  the 
son  of  Kish  was  taken."  (xi.  17—21.)     It 
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cannot  be  pretended  that  the  Sanhedrin  had 
any  thmg  whatever  to  do  with  the  matter. 
But  let  us  try  another  instance.  Let  us  look 
at  the  election  of  David ;  was  he  chosen  by 
the  voice  of  the  Sanhedrin  ?  Just  as  little  as 
Saul.  Samuel  was  again  the  sole  agent. 
"  The  Lord  said  unto  Samuel,  How  long 
wilt  thou  mourn  for  Saul,  seeing  I  have  re- 
jected him  from  reigning  over  Israel  ?  Fill 
thine  horn  with  oil  and  go ;  I  will  send  thee 
to  Jesse,  the  Bethlehemite ;  for  I  have  pro- 
vided  me  a  king  among  his  sons."  And  so 
Samuel  went  and  anointed  him,  without  any 
intervention  whatever  of  the  Sanhedrin,  or  any 
one  else.  These  two  cases  are  sufficient  to 
prove  the  falsehood  of  the  Rabbinic  preten- 
sions ;  but  there  is  one  more  decisive  still, 
and  that  is  the  case  of  Solomon.  Adonijah 
had  made  himself  king,  and  Bathsheba,  by 
the  advice  of  Nathan  the  prophet,  took  mea- 
sures to  make  her  son  Solomon  king.  But 
to  whom  did  Nathan  advise  her  to  go  ?  Did 
he  tell  her  to  go  to  the  Sanhedrin  and  to  seek 
justice?  No,  but  to  go  to  David  the  King, 
and  to  him  she  accordingly  went,  and  found 
him  not  in  council,  or  surrounded  by  the  mem- 
bers of  the  Sanhedrin,  but  with  Abishag,  the 
Shunamite,  ministering  to  him ;  and  David, 
without  asking  any  advice,  sware  unto  her, 
"  Assuredly  Solomon,  thy  son,  shall  reign 
after  me."  The  Sanhedrin  had  nothing  what- 
ever to  do  with  the  matter.  The  assertion, 
then,  that  "Nothing  was  appointed  except  by 
the  authority  of  the  Sanhedrin,"  is  a  gross 
falsehood,  and  very  evidently  made  by  ambi- 
tious men,  grasping  after  power  to  which  they 
had  no  right. 

In  like  manner,  we  might  appeal  to  history 
to  show,  that  the  tribe  of  Dan  was  judged,  and 
that  Saul,  David,  and  the  other  kings  of  Is- 
rael, waged  wars  without  once  consulting  the 
Sanhedrin ;  but  there  is  one  of  these  preten- 
sions so  directly  opposed  to  the  plain  letter  of 
the  Mosaic  law,  that  we  prefer  noticing  it. 
The  oral  law  says,  that  the  waters  of  jealousy 
were  not  administered  except  by  the  authority 
of  the  Sanhedrin.  But  what  says  Moses  ? 
When  the  spirit  of  jealousy  comes  upon  a 
man,  does  he  tell  him  to  bring  his  wife  to  the 
Sanhedrin  ?  No,  but  to  the  priest — "  Then 
shall  the  man  bring  his  wife  unto  the  priest," 
&c.  (Numb.  V.  15.)  What  then  is  the 
priest  to  do  ?  Is  he  to  go  first  to  the  Sanhe- 
drin, and  get  its  sanction  ?  No ;  as  soon  as 
the  man  has  brought  his  wife,  and  the  offering 
of  jealousy,  the  priest's  business  is  to  bring 
her  before  the  Lord—"  And  the  priest  shall 
bring  her  near,  and  set  her  before  the  Lord," 
— and  is  then  to  proceed  with  all  the  prescribed 
rites  ;  and  the  whole  ends  with  these  plain 
words,  "  And  the  priest  shall  execute  upon 
her  all  this  law."  There  is  not  only  no  men- 
tion of  the  Sanhedrin,  but  immediate  power  is 


unequivocally  given  to  the  priest,  yea  he  is 
commanded  to  proceed  without  awaiting  the 
decision  of  any  other  tribunal.  Here  again, 
then,  the  pretenders  of  Rabbinic  tradition  are 
in  direct  opposition  to  the  plain  commands  of 
Moses,  and  are  therefore  unfounded.  It  is  un- 
necessary to  enter  into  more  of  these  particu- 
lars. The  two  which  we  have  examined  are 
contrary  to  truth;  and  two  falsehoods  are 
quite  enough  to  shake  the  credit  of  any  claims. 
The  only  possible  way  of  establishing  the  au. 
thority  of  the  Sanhedrin,  in  answer  to  this 
argument,  is,  to  deny  the  authority  of  the 
Bible.  There  is  no  other  alternative — either 
the  authors  of  the  Pentateuch,  the  books  of 
Samuel  and  Kings,  are  mistaken,  or  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Sanhedrin  is  a  mere  fiction, 
Moses  commands  a  very  difTerent  institution, 
and  the  historical  books  represent  a  very  dif- 
ferent form  of  government.  He  who  receives 
these  books  as  inspired,  must  renounce  the 
authority  of  the  Sanhedrin,  whilst  he  who 
maintains  it  must  give  up  the  sacred  books. 

There  is,  however,  another  tribunal  men- 
tioned in  the  above-quoted  passage  of  the  oral 
lav/  which  it  is  necessary  to  noiice,  and  that  is 
the  minor  Sanhedrin,  or  council  of  twenty- 
three.  It  is  said,  "  The  minor  councils 
through  the  tribes  and  towns  are  not  to  be 
established  except  by  the  council  of  seventy- 
one;"  and  elsewhere  we  read 

"  In  every  city  of  Israel  that  contains  one 
hundred  and  twenty  Israelites  or  more,  a 
minor  Sanhedrin  ought  to  be  appointed— and 
of  how  many  members  ought  it  to  consist  ? 
Of  twenty-three  judges."  (HilchothSanhedrin, 
i.  3.)  Now  this  is  another  innovation  for 
which  there  is  no  warrant  whatever  in  the  law 
of  Moses.  "  Moses  chose  able  men  out  of  all 
Israel,  and  made  them  heads  over  the  people, 
rulers  of  thousands,  rulers  of  hundreds,  rulers 
of  fifties,  and  rulers  of  tens.  And  they  judged 
the  people  at  all  times."  (Exod.  xviii.  25, 20.) 
This  is  the  provision  which  Moses  made  for 
the  administration  of  justice,  but  he  says  not 
a  syllable  about  the  appointment  of  minor  San- 
hedrins  of  twenty-three,  so  that  in  this  we  have 
another  instance  of  the  effort,  which  the  rabbies 
made,  to  get  rid  of  all  the  Mosaic  institutions, 
and  to  substitute  their  own.  And  also  another 
proof  that  the  laws  of  the  Sanhedrin  were  not 
given  by  Moses,  for  they  require  this  Council 
to  appoint  minor  courts,  contrary  to  his  ordi- 
nances. It  appears,  then,  from  what  has  been 
said  in  these  two  papers,  that  the  Sanhedrin 
was  altogether  an  unlawful  tribunal,  and  that 
therefore  the  oral  law  can  receive  no  support 
from  its  approval:  and  it  appears,  further, 
that  modern  Judaism  has  entirely  subverted 
that  order  of  things  established  by  Moses. 
He  ordained  the  priests,  the  Levites,  as  the 


176 


teachers  of  Israel.  IModern  JutLiism  has 
turned  them  out  of  their  office,  and  substi- 
tuted  the  rabbles.  IMoses  ordained  a  Supreme 
Council,  consisting  of  the  priests  and  the 
judge.  IModern  Judaism  has  destroyed  that 
Council,  and  established  the  Sanhedrin  in  its 
place.  INIoses  appointed  rulers  over  thousands, 
hundreds,  fifties,  and  tens.  Modern  Judaism 
has  put  an  end  to  that  order,  and  erected  new 
tribunals  of  twenty-three.  In  fact,  if  it  were 
possible  for  the  Jews  to  realize  all  the  com- 
mands  of  the  oral  law  in  their  own  land,  and 
Moses  were  to  come  amongst  them  again,  he 
could  never  recognise  them  as  his  disciples. 
He  would  not  find  one  of  his  institutions  re- 
maining as  he  left  it.  It  is  quite  absurd, 
and  if  the  subject  were  not  so  grave,  it  would 
be  ludicrous  to  hear  the  Rabbinists  exclaim- 
ing that  the  law  of  Moses  is  unchangeable, 
when  they  themselves  have  changed  all  its 
main  provisions,  and  made  an  entirely  new 
religion.  But  to  the  Jews  it  ought  to  be  a 
matter  of  very  serious  inquiry,  whether  the 
Mosaic  law  is  unchangeable  or  not.  If  the 
law  be  unchangeable,  then  no  Rabbinical  Jew 
can  entertain  a  reasonable  hope  of  salvation, 
for  he  professes  a  religion  which  has  effected 
the  most  extensive  changes.  In  his  creed  he 
denies  the  lawfulness  of  change,  and  in  his 
practice  he  changes  without  scruple.  If  the 
law  be  unchangeable,  it  is  the  bounden  duty 
of  every  Jew  to  give  up  at  once  the  new  reli- 
gion of  the  rabbles,  and  to  return  with  all 
haste  to  the  institutions  of  Moses.  But  if  he 
believe  that  the  law  is  changeable  at  pleasure, 
then  he  ought  to  renounce  that  article  of  his 
creed  which  teaches  its  immutability.  In  so 
serious  a  matter  as  religion,  he  ought  to  en- 
deavour to  be  consistent,  and  not  halt  between 
two  opinions.  If  Moses  be  his  lawgiver,  then 
let  him  serve  him.  But  if  he  be  determined 
to  continue  in  the  new  religion  of  the  rabbles, 
he  ought  to  inquire  into  their  character,  and 
the  authority  and  motives  which  led  them  to 
overturn  the  religion  of  their  forefathers.  Is 
the  religion  of  Moses  a  bad  religion,  which  it 
was  necessary  to  renounce  ?  Or,  was  it  only 
given  for  a  certain  period,  and  when  that 
period  had  expired,  exchanged  for  a  new  one  ? 
Had  the  rabbles  Divine  authority  for  the 
changes  which  they  made,  or  did  they  change 
it  for  their  own  convenience  and  interest? 
The  nature  of  the  changes  looks  very  suspi- 
cious  they  all  added  to  their  influence  and 

power.  As  long  as  the  law  of  Moses  was  ob- 
served, the  rabbles  had  no  power  either  in 
Church  or  State.  But  by  the  changes  which 
they  made,  they  became  absolute  despots  over 
the  bodies  and  souls  of  all  Israel.  They  had, 
thus,  every  possible  temptation  to  reject  the 


one  and  adopt  the  other.  But  is  this  a 
reason  why  the  Jewish  people  should  also  re- 
ject the  law  of  IMoses  ?  They  gain  nothing, 
and  lose  every  thing,  both  for  time  and  eter- 
nity, by  the  change.  By  adopting  the  new 
religion  of  the  rabbles,  they  give  the  use  of 
that  most  precious  gift,  their  reason,  in  all 
that  regards  the  law  and  service  of  God.  A 
Jew,  who  receives  the  oral  law,  can  have  no- 
thing but  a  blind  faith.  He  has  lost  the  pri- 
vilege of  considering  what  God  requires  of 
him,  and  must  simply  receive  what  the  rabbles 
choose  to  prescribe  as  his  duty :  and  if  they 
should  even  go  so  far  as  to  tell  him  that  his 
left  hand  is  his  right,  and  his  right  hand  his 
left,  he  must  believe  in  the  decision,  and  reject 
the  evidence  of  his  senses.  Or,  if  he  should 
dare  to  doubt,  where  Judaism  reigns  triumph- 
ant, he  must  be  strangled.  There  is  certainly 
nothing  very  inviting  in  this  system,  nothing 
that  should  tempt  a  man  to  prefer  it  to  the 
just,  and  equitable,  and  rational  religion  of 
Moses.  He  gives  the  law  cf  God  into  the 
hands  of  the  Israelite,  and  says,  "  Behold  I 
have  set  life  and  death  before  you,  choose 
ye."  He  deals  with  men  as  rational  beings, 
and  requires  implicit  obedience,  not  to  the 
word  of  man,  but  to  the  oracles  of  God.  He 
established  a  supreme  council,  but  did  not 
permit  that  council  to  pass  off  their  own 
opinions  as  infallible,  but  commanded  them 
to  inquire  of  Him  who  alone  is  free  from 
error.  It  is  truly  astonishing  that  so  large  a 
portion  of  the  Jewish  people  should  still  pre- 
fer the  religious  despotism  of  the  oral  law ; 
and  it  is  more  astonishing  still,  that  they 
should  be  deluded  to  believe,  that  a  system, 
which  has  subverted  all  the  institutions  of 
Moses,  is  the  Mosaic  religion.  But  the  most 
astonishing  circumstance  of  all  is,  that  those 
Jews  who  have  detected  the  grossness  of  the 
delusion  and  have  themselves  renounced  the 
practice  of  the  oral  law,  should  feel  so  in- 
different about  the  welfare  of  their  brethren, 
and  so  reckless  of  the  interests  of  truth,  as  to 
look  on  in  silence ;  or  even  appear  to  coun- 
tenance error  by  joining  in  the  rites  and  cere- 
monies of  tradition.  Even  the  tribe  of  Levi 
Itself  has  lost  its  zeal,  and  abdicated  the  sacred 
office  committed  to  it  by  God.  For  eighteen 
hundred  years  there  has  not  appeared  in  Israel 
one  single  person  zealous  for  the  law  of 
Moses.  All  have  been  content  with  calling 
Moses  their  master,  and  there  the  matter 
ends.  The  priests  and  the  people  all  unite  in 
violating  his  laws,  and  trampling  upon  the 
ruins  of  his  institutions,  and  then  expect 
other  people  to  believe  that  they  are  the  faith- 
ful disciples  of  Moses. 
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How  a  nation,  so  acute  and  so  fond  of 
learning  as  the  Jews,  should  ever  have  been 
imposed  upon  by  so  clumsy  an  imposture  as 
that  of  the  oral  law,  is  truly  astonishing.  The 
exceeding  folly  of  some  of  its  ordinances,  the 
incredibility  of  the  legends  with  which  it 
abounds,  the  extravagant  pretensions  of  its 
doctors,  the  grinding  tyranny  of  its  despotic 
tribunals,  all  seem  calculated  to  awaken  doubt 
in  the  mind  of  the  most  credulous,  and  the 
most  ignorant.  But  the  utter  want  of  evidence 
to  support  its  claims  ought  to  be  sufficient  to 
open  the  eyes  of  even  superstition  itself.  To 
establish  the  genuineness  of  an  oral  tradition, 
an  unbroken  chain  of  witnesses,  from  the  rise 
of  the  tradition  to  the  present  time,  is  indis- 
pensably necessary.  The  succession  of  persons 
who  received  it  from  their  predecessors,  and 
transmitted  it  to  their  followers,  must  be 
clearly  and  accurately  made  out ;  and  the 
want  of  a  single  link,  or  the  existence  of  a 
single  chasm  in  the  chain  of  transmission  is 
quite  sufficient  to  discredit  the  whole,  and  to 
invalidate  the  claims  to  genuineness.  To 
prove  the  genuineness  of  the  HD  bnu;  mm, 
oral  law,  it  is  necessary  not  only  to  point  out 
a  succession  of  persons,  but  a  succession  of 
Sanhedrins,  for,  as  we  have  seen,  the  Sanhe- 
drin  was  regarded  as  the  foundation  and 
pillar  of  tradition.  If  a  single  chasm  in  his- 
tory exists,  where  a  Sanhedrin  cannot  be 
pointed  out,  or  if  the  assigned  succession  be 
inconsistent  with  the  written  and  inspired 
records  of  the  people,  the  claims  of  the  oral 
law  arc  invalidated,  and  the  Jewish  nation 
convicted  as  the  abettors  of  a  pious  fraud,  or 
tlie  unwitting  dupes  of  an  imposture.  Now 
we  have  already  shown  that  the  Sanhedrin 
was  not  instituted  by  Moses,  and  was  never 
heard  of  until  after  the  Greek  conquest  of  the 
land  G-f  Israel ;  and  hence  it  inevitably  fol- 
lows, that  the  oral  law  is  totally  destitute  of 
that  chain  of  testimony,  by  which  alone  its 
genuineness  could  be  established.  From 
Moses  to  the  Maccabees  there  is  one  con- 
tinued chasm,  an  immense  and  impassable 
abyss,  which  separates  between  modern  Ju- 
daism and  truth.  But  as  the  rabbles  have 
endeavoured  to  fill  up  the  yawning  gulph,  or 
rather  to  build  a  bridge  in  the  air  ibr  the 
purpose  of  passing  it,  we  think  it  necessary 
to  examine  the  success  of  their  efforts.  They 
say,    that  a  chain  of  testimony,  such  as  is 


wanted,  does  actually  exist,  and  have  en- 
deavoured to  point  out  the  various  links.  If 
this  prove  fallacious,  then  the  last  and  only 
hope  of  modern  Judaism  is  gone  ;  to  prove 
the  fallacy  does  not  require  much  argument. 
The  chain  of  testimony,  as  pointed  out  by 
the  rabbles  themselves,  is  inconsistent  with 
history,  and  wants  continuity  even  at  the 
very  commencement.  The  first  part  of  the 
succession  is  thus  described — 

n-ri^o  mob  nc  7ri^  mm  mns:  .^biD  'D  br  ?|i^ 
Dn;DT  mr'jNii  D^3p'5  D^ra^b  i3n  nm  nbiD  i:>ni 

•  n^br  im:?i  hd  bi'2SD  rr\^n  "ido  id^i-i  n-^no  b^a 
□'2-\  c^opn  •  ns  bv  -\^b  vn  >t)^  b  ru?in^  pi 
:  cnoDr^i  c^opirr  p  •'bx^  b2p^  •  riLiirr'Q  I'^ip 
"  Although  the  oral  law  was  not  written, 
Moses  otir  master  taught  it  all  in  his  Council 
to  the  seventy  elders  ;  Eleazar  also,  and  Phi- 
nehas,  and  Joshua,  all  three,  received  it  from 
Moses.  But  to  Joshua,  who  was  the  disciple 
of  Moses  our  master,  he  delivered  the  oral 
law,  and  gave  him  a  charge  concerning  it. 
In  like  manner  Joshua  taught  it  by  word  of 
mouth  all  the  days  of  his  life ;  and  many 
elders  received  it  from  Joshua,  and  Eli  re- 
ceived it  from  the  elders,  and  from  Phinehas." 
(Preface  to  the  Yad  Hachazakah.)  Now  here 
the  want  of  contiimity  begins,  immediately 
after  the  third  link  in  the  chain.  That  Josluia 
should  inherit  the  oral  law  from  Moses  is  very 
likely,  if  there  was  any  to  be  inherited,  but 
who  was  Joshua's  successor  the  rabbles 
cannot  tell  us.  It  is  not  enough  to  say  that 
the  elders  received  it  from  Joshua ;  who  were 
the  elders,  and  who  was  the  next  president  of 
the  Sanhedrin,  and  who  was  the  president 
after  that  ?  To  make  out  a  chain  cf  witnesses, 
we  must  at  least  have  their  names,  but  ought 
to  know,  besides,  their  character,  their  piety, 
tl':eir  probity,  before  we  can  depend  upon  their 
testimony.  The  absence  of  this  detail  isliows 
that  the  rabbles  had  no  information  on  the 
subject,  and  were  merely  trying  to  make  up  a 
story  to  impose  upon  the  credulous.  It  is 
self-evident  that  if  they  had  possessed  an 
accurate  detail,  they  would  have  given  it ; 
but  as  they  do  not,  we  must  infer  that  they 
had  it  not ;  and  as  the  Bible  gives  no  informa- 
tion on  the  subject,  we  must  assert,  that  the 
chain  of  testimony  terminates  at  the  second 
link.  So  far  are  the  rabbles  from  being  able 
to  prove  a  succession  of  Saahediins  from  the 
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time  of  Joshua  to  their  own,  that  they  are 
compelled  to  make  a  grand  leap  from  Joshua 
to  Eli,  and  tlms  to  leave  a  chasm  of  more 
than  two  hundred  years,  which  of  itself  is 
sufficient  to  overthrow  the  claims  of  the  oral 
law,  and  to  stamp  the  Jews  as  the  most 
credulous  of  men  if  they  believe  without  any 
evidence.  It  is  true  that  the  rabbies  endeavour 
to  stop  up  this  great  cavity  with  a  great  false- 
hood. They  say  that  Eli  received  the  oral 
law  from  Joshua's  elders,  and  from  Phinehas ; 
which  assertion  implies  that  all  these  persons 
lived  to  be  about  three  hundred  years  old  ! 
And  yet,  if  it  were  true,  would  not  be  suffi- 
cient to  make  out  the  proof,  for  which  the 
succession  of  Sanhedrins  is  absolutely  neces- 
sary, and  especially  for  this  period.  From 
the  book  of  Judges,  it  appears,  that  in  the 
interval  between  Joshua  and  Eli,  and  even  in 
the  next  generation  after  Joshua's  death,  the 
people  forsook  the  law  of  Moses,  even  the 
ivritten  law,  and  gave  themselves  up  to  idolatry. 
Thus  we  read — "  And  Joshua  the  son  of 
Nun,  the  servant  of  the  Lord,  died,  being  an 

hundred   and   ten   years   old And 

also  all  that  generation  were  gathered  unto 
their  fathers  :  and  there  arose  another  genera- 
tion after  thein,  which  knew  not  the  Lord, 
nor  the  works  which  he  had  done  for  Israel. 
And  the  children  of  Israel  did  evil  in  the 
sight  of  the  Lord,  and  served  Baalim." 
(Judges  ii.  8—11.)  Now,  here  the  inspired 
writer  says  that  Joshua  and  all  that  generation 
died,  which  expressly  contradicts  the  Rabbinic 
assertion  that  Joshua's  elders  lived  to  the  time 
of  Eli  ;  and,  further,  he  says,  that  the  Israel- 
ites turned  aside  to  idols  :  where  was  the 
Sanhedrin  at  that  time  ?  If  it  existed,  why 
did  it  not  stop  the  torrent  of  corruption,  and 
punish  the  transgressors  ?  And  why  was  it 
necessary  for  God  to  raise  up  Judges  to  do  the 
iSanhedrin's  work  ?  We  do  not  once  read  of 
the  Sanhedrin,  or  any  other  council,  helping 
Israel.  In  the  book  of  Judges,  deliverance  is 
ascribed  solely  to  the  judges  whom  God 
raised  up.  "  When  the  Lord  raised  them  up 
judges,  then  the  Lord  was  with  the  judge, 
and  delivered  them  out  of  the  hand  of  their 

enemies  all  the  days  of  the  judge 

And  it  came  to  pass  when  the  judge  was  dead, 
that  they  returned  and  corrupted  themselves 
more  than  their  fathers."  (Ibid.  18,  If).) 
Indeed,  that  saying  so  often  repeated  in  the 
book  of  Judges,  "  In  those  days  there  was  no 
king  in  Israel,  but  every  man  did  that  which 
was  right  in  his  own  eyes,"  shows  that  there 
was  no  Sanhedrin  either.  If  any  council  of 
the  kind,  armed  with  such  despotic  power,  had 
existed,  the  children  of  Israel  could  not  have 
done  that  which  was  right  in  their  own  eyes. 
Whether,  then,  we  look  at  the  Bible  or  at  the 
Kabbinic  account,  we  have  a  period  of  more 
tiian  two  hundred  years,  during  which  there 


is  no  evidence  at  all  either  for  the  existence  of 
the  Sanhedrin  or  of  the  oral  law.  The  chain 
of  testimony,  therefore,  offered  by  the  rabbies, 
is  not  complete ;  and  is,  moreover,  unworthy 
of  credit,  as  it  contains  a  gross  falsehood  con- 
cerning the  age  to  which  Joshua's  elders 
lived.  A  little  more  examination  will  show 
us  that  it  contains  more  than  one  falsehood. 
After  telling  us  that  David  received  the  oral 
law  from  Samuel  and  his  council,  it  thus 
proceeds: — 

n^n  ^1*51   TT'Tf  Dn!?D   ■•j^ijvo   'oi^^rr  n^ni^i 
b2p  «im   nxcm  'q>2  ]vzp  n^m  n-r^Do  yrD'ci 

•  i:n 
"  Ahijah  the  Shilonite  was  one  of  those 
who  came  out  of  Egypt,  and  a  Levite,  and  he 
heard  the  oral  law  from  ]\loses :  but  he  was 
little  in  the  days  of  IMoses,  and  received  the 
oral  law  from  David  and  his  council.  And 
Elijah  received  from  Ahijah  the  Shilonite  and 
his  council."  Now,  in  the  first  place,  this 
statement  is  very  absurd.  To  suppose  that 
one,  who  had  heard  ihe  law  from  Moses,  should 
at  last  receive  it  from  David,  is  contrary  to 
probability:  but  to  assert  that  Ahijah  was  a 
little  boy  in  the  time  of  I\loses,  and  that  he 
lived  until  the  reign  of  Solomon,  that  is,  above 
five  hundred  years,  is  manifestly  a  falsehood, 
and,  whether  wilful  or  not,  completely  destroys 
the  credibility  of  this  attempt  at  a  succession 
of  witnesses.  If  involuntary,  and  the  result 
of  error,  it  shows  that  the  rabbies  who  have 
transmitted  this  story  were  so  weak  in  intellect 
as  to  swallow  any  improbability  ;  and  that  as 
they  transmitted  one  lie,  they  may  have 
transmitted  more.  But  if  voluntary,  no  one 
will  argue  that  the  testimony  of  wilful  liars  is 
worth  much.  This  last  attempt,  therefore,  to 
prop  up  the  authority  of  the  oral  law  is  vain. 

But  this  Rabbinic  chain  of  testimony  goes 
on  to  tell  us  that,  amongst  others,  the  oral 
law  passed  through  Jeremiah  the  prophet. 

"  Jeremiah  received  from  Zephaniah  and 
his  council,  and  Baruch  the  son  of  Neriah 
received  from  Jeremiah  and  his  council." 
Now,  if  this  means  that  Jeremiah  was  the 
i^'"ii:3,  or  President  of  the  Sanhedrin,  it  is 
plainly  false.  The  whole  history  of  Jeremiah 
shows  us  that  he  was  not  the  powerful  head 
of  a  despotic  and  irresistible  council,  but  an 
unprotected  and  persecuted  man.  Had  he 
been  president  of  a  tribunal  so  dreadful,  and 
whose  sentence  of  excommunication  was  in 
itself  sufficient  to  protect  him,  the  people  and 
the  princes  would  never  have  diured  to  reject 
his  words  as  they  did,  much  less  to  make  an 
attempt  on  his  life.  But  if,  on  the  other  hand, 
it  be  said  that  Jeremiah's  council  does  not 
mean  the  Sanhedrin,  then  we  have  another 
chasm  in  the  succession  of  Sanhedrins,  and 
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consequently  the  proof  fails  again.  But  this 
chain  of  evidence  is  not  only  contrary  to  fact, 
and  to  the  inspired  writings  of  the  prophets  ; 
it  is  also  inconsistent  with  the  oral  law  itself, 
for  it  asserts  that  two  proselytes  form  a  part 
of  the  chain  of  transmission. 

^b2'p  on  n^ai  ■pi-^n  >t3  p^'^ria^^i   rrr'D© 

"  Shemaiah  and  Abtalion,  proselytes  of 
righteousness,  and  their  council,  received  from 
Judah  and  Simon  and  their  council.  Hillel 
and  Shammai  and  their  council  received  from 
Shemaiah  and  Abtalion  and  their  council." 
Now,  according  to  the  oral  law,  it  is  unlawful 
for  proselytes  to  be  members  of  any  council 
or  tribunal.  Respecting  the  Supreme  Council, 
it  is  expressly  said  — 

n!J'nm  TD«2-,ri  *  rt^^rry:  i^'^^Dnb  □"ixnn  c^Dnvon 
:  Dn>2i  nsTn  noani  -fj  pnnn  -^^^  w^ 
"  None  are  to  be  made  members  of  the 
Sanhedrin  except  priests  and  Levites,  and 
Israelites  of  so  good  a  genealogy  as  to  be  fit 
to  intermarry  with  the  priests ;  for  it  is  said, 
'  And  they  shall  stand  there  with  thee,' 
(Numb.  xi.  IG,)  i.  e.  like  unto  thee  in  wisdom, 
in  piety,  and  in  genealogy."  (Hilchoth 
Sanhedrin,  c.  ii-  1.)  And  even  of  an  inferior 
tribunal  it  is  said — 

m  •'^r\  -d  cna  inx  n^rro  Vi'di^  b'tU  ^n  n^i 

•  b^c^ 

"  A  tribunal  of  three,  one  of  whom  is  a 
proselyte,  is  unlawful."  (^  I  bid.  9.)  If  then, 
ic  was  unlawful  for  a  proselyte  to  be  a  mem- 
ber of  the  Sanhedrin,  or  any  other  tribunal, 
how  is  it  that  we  find  two  at  the  head  of  one 
of  those  councils  through  which  the  oral  law 
was  transmitted  ?  If  the  decisions  of  the  oral 
law  be  valid,  that  council  was  illegitimate, 
and  therefore  totally  incompetent  to  the  trans- 
mission of  tradition,  and  then  we  have  a  break 
in  the  chain  of  testimony  even  at  that  end 
which  is  nearest  to  the  rabbies.  But  if  that 
council  be  considered  competent,  then  the  oral 
law  which  condemns  it  cannot  contain  the  true 
tradition.  But  in  either  case,  the  genuine- 
ness of  the  law  is  overthrown. 

The  sum  of  what  we  have  said  is  this  : — 
That  even  if  we  were  to  give  up  our  other 
arguments  against  the  authority  of  the  San- 
hedrin and  the  oral  law,  and  were  willing  to 
rest  this  question  on  the  testimony  of  the 
rabbies  themselves,  the  defectiveness,  incon- 
sistency, and  falsehood  manifested  in  that 
testimony,  would  be  sufficient  to  throw  dis- 
credit on  all  their  claims.  They  have  not 
only  no  proof  from  Scripture,  but  are  not 
able  themselves  to  find  in  tradition  an  un- 
broken chain  of  testimony.  They  fail  at  the 
very  outset.  After  producing  two  links,  they 
leave  a  chasm  of  above  two  hundred  years 
unaccoiuited   for.     When    they    take    it    up 


again,  they  are  convicted  of  gross  falsehood 
in  asserting  that  men  lived,  after  the  deluge, 
to  the  age  of  five  hundred  years :  and  are 
not  able  even  to  make  out  a  story  that  will 
agree  with  the  oral  law  itself.  The  most 
favourable  ground,  then,  that  can  be  taken 
for  the  defence  of  the  oral  law  proves  un- 
tenable. But  if  to  this  we  add  the  arguments 
contained  in  the  former  papers,  and  remember 
that  the  Sanhedrin  is  in  direct  opposition  to 
the  law  of  Moses,  is  never  mentioned  in  any  of 
the  sacred  books,  nor  heard  of  until  the  Greek 
language  was  spoken  in  the  land  of  Israel, 
every  support  is  taken  from  the  oral  law,  and 
it  sinks  down  to  the  level  of  a  mere  impos- 
ture, of  which  the  Jewish  people  have  been 
the  dupes  and  the  victims.  How  long  they 
will  remain  so,  it  is  for  themselves  to  consider. 
The  times  of  blind  faith,  such  as  modern 
Judaism  requires,  are  gone  by ;  the  Jews  can 
therefore  no  longer  remain  the  blind  followers 
of  the  superstitious  and  ambitious  rabbies. 
Either  they  must  honestly  confess  that  they 
and  their  fathers  have  been  deceived  for  the 
last  eighteen  hundred  years,  and  earnestly  set 
about  seeking  that  truth  which  they  lost ;  or 
they  must  be  content  to  be  regarded  either  as 
interested  upholders  of  error,  or  reckless  de- 
spisers  of  truth.  No  one,  who  at  all  knows 
the  nation,  will  ever  believe  that  they  are  so 
weak  in  understanding  as  to  be  unable,  under 
present  circumstances,  to  detect  the  clumsy 
pretensions  of  the  oral  law.  Some  Jews  may, 
indeed,  still  obstinately  refuse  to  investigate 
the  evidences  of  their  paternal  religion,  and 
persist  in  professing  Judaism  simply  because 
their  fathers  did  so  before  them  ;  but  such 
persons  must  be  content  to  acknowledge  that 
their  faith  is  not  that  of  a  rational  being, 
or  that  their  religion  will  not  stand  the  test  of 
reason.  All  who  will  take  the  trouble  to  in- 
vestigate, must,  if  they  be  hanest  men,  make 
up  their  minds  to  renounce  the  religion  of  the 
rabbies.  There  is  not  any  one  argument,  either 
of  internal  or  external  evidence,  in  its  behalf, 
on  which  a  man  of  ordinary  understanding 
can  rest  for  a  moment.  The  only  shadow  of 
a  basis  on  which  to  support  the  oral  law  is 
the  doctrine  of  the  Sanhedrin,  but  this,  as  we 
have  seen,  disappears  so  soon  as  we  approach 
the  illusion.  Instead  of  giving  authority  to 
the  other  parts  of  the  oral  law,  the  doctrine  of 
a  Sanhedrin  appears  one  of  the  most  objection- 
able of  its  many  errors,  for  it  bears  upon  its 
front  the  stainp  of  selfishness  and  ambition. 
It  was  an  invention  of  men,  who  aimed  not 
only  at  a  spiritual  dominion,  but  also  at  a 
secular  despotism.  The  Sanhedrin  was  merely 
the  engine  whereby  the  rabbies  hoped  to  get 
all  the  power,  both  of  Church  and  State,  into> 
their  own  hands,  and  thereby  distinguishes  the 
Rabbinical  religion  in  the  most  striking  man- 
ner from  that  of  Jesus  of  Nazarctlu     Chiis^ 
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tianity  contains  no  apparatus  for  securing  to 
its  teachers  the  dominion  of  the  world  ;  and 
therefore  the  professing  followers  of  Christ, 
when  they  aimed  at  worldly  power,  were  first 
obliged  to  invent  an  oral  law  of  their  own. 
Jesus  of  Nazareth  seeks  nothing  but  the  do- 
minion of  truth.  "  When  he  perceived  that 
they  would  come  and  take  him  by  force  to 
make  him  a  king,  he  departed  again  into  a 
mountain  himself  alone."  (John  vi.  15.) 
His  doctrine  was,  "  My  kingdom  is  not  of 
this  world."  And  in  like  manner  he  taught 
his  disciples  not  to  seek  after  worldly  power. 
"  Ye  know  that  they  which  are  accounted  to 
rule  over  the  Gentiles  exercise  lordship  over 
them :  and  their  great  ones  exercise  authority 
upon  them.  But  so  shall  it  not  be  among 
you :  but  whosoever  will  be  great  among 
you,  shall  be  your  minister :  and  whosoever 
will  be  chiefest,  shall  be  servant  of  all.  For 
even  the  Son  of  man  came  not  to  be  minis- 
tered unto,  but  to  minister,  and  to  give  his 
life  a  ransom  for  many,"  (Mark  x.  42 — 45.) 
Jesus  and  his  apostles  are  perfectly  free  from 
the  suspicion  of  making  religion  subservient 
to  the  promotion  of  ambitious  schemes.  The 
teachers  of  the  oral  law  had,  and  even  now 
have  a  temptation  to  uphold  its  doctrines,  be- 
cause they  make  them  the  absolute  riders  of 
the  Jewish  people,  and  this  tendency  is  a 
strong  ground  of  suspicion.  When  God  sent 
!5Ioses,  he  preserved  him  from  all  similar 
imputation,  for  though  he  possessed  the  su- 
preme power  during  his  life,  his  claims  were 
attested  by  miracles  which  could  not  be  de- 
nied :  and  at  his  decease  his  children  were 
chief  neither  in  Church  nor  State.  The 
priesthood  remained  in  the  family  of  Aaron, 
and  the  chief  magistracy  fell  to  the  lot  of 
Joshua.  Thus  disinterestedness  distinguished 
the  characters  of  JMoses  and  Jesus  from  those 
of  the  rabbies.  The  doctrine  of  the  Sanhedrin 
reveals  but  too  plainly  the  motives  by  which 
the  authors  of  the  oral  law  were  actuated.  Of 
course  we  do  not  mean  to  ascribe  the  same  mo- 
tives to  all  the  advocates  of  the  oral  law  in 
the  present  day.  Those  motives  are  neces- 
sarily confined  to  those  times  when  Judaism 
can  be  realized,  and  cannot,  therefore,  be 
called  forth  until  there  is  a  prospect  of  restor- 
ing the  Rabbinic  polity.  Our  object  is  not  to 
condemn  the  modern  Jews,  but  to  open  their 
eyes  to  a  true  view  of  that  system  by  which 
they  have  been  so  long  deluded.  And  if  they 
should  ask  us,  Where,  then,  is  the  truth  to 
be  found  ?  we  reply,  in  Moses  and  the  pro- 


phets. For  though  we  are  Christians,  wc 
firmly  believe  that  true  faith  in  the  Old  Tes- 
tament must  terminate  in  Christianity.  The 
only  real  obstacle  in  the  way  of  a  Jew's  re- 
ceiving Jesus  as  the  Messiah,  is  the  prejudice, 
that  his  fathers,  who  rejected  him,  must  have 
been  in  the  right;  and  this  obstacle  we  are 
endeavouring  to  remove.  We  have  already 
made  it  appear  that  they  were  in  the  wrong  ; 
and  our  late  papers  have  removed  the  strongest 
objection  that  they  urge,  namely,  that  the  sen- 
tence of  the  Sanhedrin  was  decisive  against 
his  claims.  We  have  shown  that  the  Sanhe- 
drin was  altogether  an  unlawful  tribunal,  not 
established  by  Moses,  but,  as  its  name  inti- 
mates, by  the  Greeks,  and  modelled  by  artful 
and  ambitious  men  for  their  own  purposes: 
and  as  the  tribunal  was  unlawful,  so  was  the 
sentence.  Indeed  the  fact  that  the  Lord  .Tesus 
Christ  was  condemned  by  an  unlawful  tri- 
bunal is  a  testimony  in  his  favour.  It  shows 
that  he  disapproved  of  and  opposed  their  un- 
lawful doings.  Jesus  was  not  condemned  by 
the  friends  of  Moses,  but  by  his  enemies. 
The  religion  of  Christ  was  persecuted,  not  by 
those  who  conscientiously  kept  IMoses'  com- 
mands, but  by  those  who  had  first  defaced 
every  feature  of  Mosaism.  The  men  who 
condemned  the  Lord  Jesus  were  the  tyrannical 
usurpers  of  an  authority  which  Moses  had 
given  to  others;  and  if  Moses  himself  had 
appeared  amongst  them,  and  asserted  the 
rights  of  the  priests  and  Levites  against  the 
rabbies,  they  would  just  as  readily  have  cru- 
cified him  as  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ.  The 
Jews,  therefore,  of  the  present  day,  who  ap- 
prove the  condemnation  of  Jesus,  unite  with 
the  enemies  of  Bloses;  but  those  who  are 
lovers  of  the  Mosaic  law  must  approve  the 
efforts  of  Jesus  to  deliver  it  from  the  corrup- 
tions of  wicked  and  ambitious  men.  An  un- 
lawful tribunal  condemned  him  for  doing 
what  every  true  Jew  must  acknowledge  to  be 
right.  Whether,  then,  they  acknowledge  him 
as  the  IMessiah  or  not,  they  must  confess  that 
he  died  a  martyr  to  his  zeal  for  the  law  of 
Moses,  and  are,  therefore,  bound  to  reconsider 
his  claims.  Jesus  was  put  to  death,  not  be- 
cause he  violated  the  Mosaic  precepts,  but 
because  he  reproved  others  for  their  trans- 
gressions— not  because  he  endeavoured  to 
overturn  the  religion  of  Moses,  but  because 
he  resolutely  defended  its  truth  against  those 
who  were  introducing  a  new  religion  upon  its 
ruins. 
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Modern  Judaism,  or  the  religion  of  the 
oral  law,  cannot  bear  the  slightest  investiga- 
tion. Its  existence  depends  altogether  upon  a 
blind  faith.  As  long  as  a  man  is  willing  to 
deliver  up  his  understanding  into  the  hands 
of  the  rabbles,  and  at  their  bidding  believe 
that  his  right  hand  is  his  left,  as  they  require  ; 
so  long  he  may  be  a  zealous  professor  of  Ju- 
daism. But,  the  moment  that  he  begins  to  think 
and  to  reason,  and  to  compare  his  traditional 
faith  with  the  doctrines  of  iMoses  and  the  pro- 
phets, he  must  begin  to  doubt,  and  if  he  really 
has  a  love  for  the  law  of  God,  he  must  ulti- 
mately renounce  that  superstition  which 
caused  the  destruction  of  the  temple  and  all 
the  subsequent  calamities  of  his  people,  and 
still  enslaves  the  greatest  portion  of  his  nation. 
It  matters  not  at  which  point  he  views  it — its 
theoretic  principles  and  its  practical  effects 
equally  condemn  it,  and  prove  that  it  is  so  far 
from  being  a  revelation  from  God,  that  it  is 
not  even  the  work  of  good  or  wise  men.  The 
doctrine  of  the  Sanhedrin,  which  we  lately  con- 
sidered, exhibits  it  as  a  spiritual  despotism  the 
most  intolerable  ;  but  the  utter  contempt  with 
which  it  looks  down  upon  the  female  portion 
of  mankind  makes  it  to  this  hour  a  positive 
curse  to  the  daughters  of  Israel,  and  proves 
that  it  does  not  proceed  from  Him  who  created 
male  and  female,  and  pronounced  a  blessing 
upon  the  one  as  well  as  the  other.  One  of  the 
prominent  characteristics  in  every  false  religion 
is  the  degradation  of  womankind.  The  Ma- 
hometan imposture  debases  women  to  the  level 
of  the  brute  creation.  Judaism  places  them 
in  the  same  category  with  slaves.  In  Maho- 
metan countries,  women  are  deprived  of  all 
culture  of  head  and  heart.  Rabbinism,  as  we 
saw  in  No.  3,  pronounces  that  fathers  are 
exempt  from  all  obligation  to  teach  their 
daughters  the  law  of  the  Lord:  but  we  must 
proceed  to  consider  fully  the  estimate  xvhich 
Ruhhinism  teaches  the  Jeiis  to  form  of  their 
daughters^  their  sisters^  their  mothers,  and 
even  the  xvifc  of  their  bosom  :  and  in  doing 
this  we  shall  not  go  to  the  opinions  of  the  ig- 
norant, the  vicious,  or  the  superstitious,  but  to 
the  standard  books  of  the  nation.  It  is  not 
possible  to  produce  in  English  much  of  the 
slanderous  assertions  contained  in  the  Talmud  ; 
many  are  too  bad  for   translation,   but   still 


enough  can  be  brought  forward  to  prove  satis- 
factorily that  the  rabbles  look  upon  womankind 
with  contempt.  It  is  generally  agreed  that 
Rambam  or  Maimonides,  was  one  of  the 
most  learned  and  enlightened  of  the  rabbles, 
and  yet  the  contempt  which  he  felt  for  the 
female  head  and  heart  appears  very  plainly  in 
the  following  passage  :  — 

pDun  nmnn  m:iQ  n^ii>  >3nn  m«  -ioi^>  bx 

n'^ro    N^T  n>t^>n3rr  n'^ro  hd^xi    nxTo  nmr 

IS-  n.sTQ  '^^1:ib  |m«  )>3ona"ij  D^:!cpm  X2>^lr^^ 

"  Let  not  any  man  say,  Behold  I  perform 
the  commandments  of  the  law,  and  study  in 
its  wisdom,  in  order  to  obtain  the  blessings 
written  therein,  or  to  be  worthy  of  the 
life  of  the  world  to  come :  and  I  abstain 
from  the  transgressions  against  which  it  warns, 
in  order  to  be  delivered  from  the  curses  written 
in  the  law,  or  that  I  may  not  be  cut  oft'  from 
eternal  life.  It  is  not  right  to  serve  God  in 
this  way,  for  he  that  serves  thus,  serves  from 
fear,  and  that  is  not  the  degree  to  which  the 
prophets  and  wise  men  attained.  No  one 
serves  God  in  this  way,  except  unlearned  men 
(amharatzin),  women,  and  children,  whom  they 
accustom  to  serve  from  fear,  until  their  under- 
standing increases,  so  that  they  may  serve 
from  love."  (Hilchoth  T'shuvah,  c.  x.  I.) 
Here  Maimonides  sinks  women  down  to  the 
level  of  children,  and  even  classes  their  moral 
and  intellectual  faculties  with  those  of  the 
despised  Amharatzin.  We  saw  in  No.  1  that 
an  amhaaret-4  is  of  so  little  value,  that  his  life 
is  not  considered  more  precious  than  that  of  a 
fish,  and  such  it  appears  was  Rambam's  esti- 
mate of  the  value  of  a  woman.  This  most 
learned  rabbi  considered  it  impossible  for  a 
woman  to  love  God  or  to  serve  him  aright; 
and  when  he  wished  to  warn  the  Jews  against 
serving  God  in  an  erroneous  manner,  he  ac- 
tually tells  them  not  to  serve  Him  as  the 
women  do.  A  more  debasing  imputation  can- 
not be  cast  upon  a  human  being  than  this,  that 
he  is  physically  incapable  of  loving  God  or 
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serving  him  aright.  If  he  had  asserted  that 
since  the  fall  of  Adam,  the  whole  human  race 
is  far  gone  from  original  righteousness,  and 
that  therefore  the  love  of  God  is  not  in  them, 
he  would  have  said  what  is  asserted  in  Scrip- 
ture :  but  the  opinion  that  women,  that  is, 
one  half  of  the  human  species,  have  a  phy- 
sical incapacity  to  love  and  serve  God ; 
and  that  we  are  to  regard  them  as  a  sort 
of  finger-post  for  pointing  out  error,  or 
a  notorious  example  of  that  irreligion 
which  we  are  to  avoid,  is  to  blaspheme  the 
Creator,  and  to  hold  up  the  whole  female  sex 
to  the  universal  scorn  of  their  sons,  their 
brothers,  and  their  husbands.  It  may  be 
said,  in  palliation  of  so  foul  a  libel,  that 
Rambam  lived  amongst  Mahometans,  and 
that  he  insensibly  imbibed  the  opinions  of 
the  followers  of  the  false  prophet.  Now  it 
is  most  true  that  he  could  never  have  learned 
this  sentiment  from  Christians.  The  New 
Testament  does  not  teach  us  to  look  upon 
women  as  Amharatzin,  but  to  regard  them 
as  rational  and  responsible  beings,  capable  of 
doing  God  the  same  acceptable  service  as  men, 
liable  to  the  same  awful  judgment,  and  par- 
takers of  the  same  blessed  hope.  This 
apology,  if  true,  would  only  serve  to  excuse 
Kambam  ;  it  would  not  defend  the  sentiment 
itself,  but  on  the  contrary,  stamp  it  as  Maho- 
metan. It  is  not  true,  however,  that  Ram- 
bam imbibed  this  notion  from  intercourse 
with  Mahometans :  he  learned  it  in  the  oral 
law,  which  has  such  a  low  opinion  of  women 
as  to  pronounce  their  testimony  invalid. 

i'?N   ^^^^   '  ^miyi  ;'Wi:m   cm-ipm    •  'j^^mm 

**  There  are  ten  sorts  of  disqualification, 
and  every  one  in  whom  any  one  of  them  is 
found,  he  is  disqualified  from  giving  evidence; 
and  these  are  they — women,  slaves,  children, 
idiots,  deaf  persons,  the  blind,  the  wicked,  the 
despised,  relations,  and  those  interested  in 
their  testimony  —  behold,  these  are  ten." 
(Hilchoth  Eduth.,  c.  ix.  1.)  Now,  it  will  be 
observed  that  these  ten  classes  may  be  reduced 
to  two  — those  who  are  disqualified  by  physical 
or  intellectual  infirmity,  as  children,  idiots, 
deaf  and  bhnd  persons  ;  and  secondly,  those 
whose  moral  integrity  is  exposed  to  suspicion, 
as  slaves,  wicked  and  despised  persons,  rela- 
tions, and  those  who  have  an  interest  in  the 
cause.  To  one  of  these  two  classes  women 
must  belong :  they  are  disqualified  either  be- 
cause of  incapacity,  or  because  their  moral 
feeling  may  not  be  trusted,  and  in  either  case 
are  treated  with  a  most  unmerited  contempt. 
It  is  true  that  the  rabbles  endeavour  to  prove 
that  the  law  of  Moses  excludes  women  from 
giving  testimony,  saying — 


:  nnp3  ]^xDb  i!^^  -iDi  pirb  cnj? 

"  Women  are  disqualified  by  the  law  from 
giving  testimony,  for  it  is  said, '  At  the  mouth 
of  two  witnesses,'  where  the  word  witness  is  of 
the  masculine,  not  the  feminine  gender ;"  but 
this  proof  is  altogether  inconclusive  ;  on  the 
same  principle  it  might  be  proved  that  women 
might  break  all  the  ten  commandments,  for 
they  are  all  given  in  the  masculine  gender. 
Indeed  it  is  self-evident  that  God  could  not 
have  given  a  law  so  absurd.  There  are 
thousands  of  cases,  where,  if  women  could 
not  give  evidence,  all  the  ends  of  justice  would 
be  defeated.  Take,  for  instance,  the  famous 
judgment  of  Solomon,  where  the  two  women 
laid  claim  each  to  the  living  child.  In  this 
case  there  could  be  no  testimony  but  that  of 
the  women  themselves,  and  Solomon  did  not 
send  them  away  because  they  were  women. 
Take  also  the  case  of  Boaz  and  Ruth.  When 
Boaz  wished  to  marry  Ruth,  it  was  necessary 
first  to  redeem  the  inheritance,  and  for  this  it 
was  absolutely  necessary  to  prove  that  Ruth 
was  the  wife  of  Naomi's  son.  But  there  was 
no  testimony  but  that  of  the  women  them- 
selves. Elimelech,  Chilion  and  Mahlon,  were 
all  dead,  and  the  marriage  had  taken  place  in 
a  foreign  land,  yet  we  do  not  read  of  any  diffi- 
culties being  raised.  Boaz  himself,  Naomi's 
kinsman,  and  the  elders  of  Israel,  appear  all 
to  have  been  perfectly  satisfied.  The  disqua- 
lification of  women,  therefore,  was  not  ordained 
by  Moses,  but  is  the  invention  of  the  rabbles, 
and  shows  that  the  rabbles  had  so  low  an 
opinion  of  the  intellect  or  the  integrity  of 
women,  as  to  think  either  that  women  are  so 
half-witted  as  not  to  be  fit  to  give  testimony, 
or  so  dishonest  as  not  to  be  trusted  in  the  tes- 
timony which  they  may  give. 

But  this  degradation  of  the  female  cha- 
racter is  not  confined  to  the  rabbinic  courts  of 
law.  They  have  dared  to  carry  it  even  into 
the  house  of  God,  and  to  make  it  prominent 
in  the  public  worship  of  the  Creator.  The 
oral  law  has  ordained  that  no  public  worship, 
nor  indeed  many  religious  solemnities,  can  be 
performed,  unless  there  be  ten  persons  present, 
but  from  this  number  it  has  carefully  excluded 
the  women,  determining  that — 

D'"?!"!:!  ]'-y]n  'zi  ub^^2  ^■^'XD  "jn:?  muji-rr  rrbxi 

"It  is  necessary  that  all  these  ten  be  free 
and  adult  men."  (Orach  Chaiim.  55.)  So 
that  if  there  should  be  ten  thousand  women  in 
the  synagogue,  they  are  counted  as  nobody, 
and  unless  there  be  ten  men  there  can  be  no 
service.  Hence  it  is  that  the  daughters  of 
Israel  are  never  suflTered  to  appear  as  parti- 
cipators in  the  worship  of  God,  but  are  com. 
pelled  to  look  on  from  a  distance,  as  if  they 
had  neither  part  nor  lot  in  the  matter.  Now 
what  reason  is  there  why  women  should  not 
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be  regarded  as  wors^hippcrs  ?     Are  they  not 
rational    beings?    are    they   not   creatures    of 
God  ?  are  they  not  heirs  of  immortality  just 
as  well  as  the  men  ?     Will  they  not  join  in 
the  praises  of  the  redeemed  in  Paradise  ;  or  is 
the  Mahometan  doctrine    true,   that   women 
have  no  souls  ?     Certainly,  when  one  looks  at 
the  Jewish  synagogue,  one  would  think  so. 
Before  marriage  the  women  never  go  there  at 
all,  and  after  marriage  how  seldom.     On  the 
Barbary  coast   they  hardly  ever   go,   and  in 
Poland  how  common  is  it,  whilst  the  men  are 
in  the  synagogue  at  prayer,  to  see  their  wives 
outside  loitering  and  chatting,  as  if  the  public 
worship  of  God    was  no    concern   of  theirs. 
Even  in  this  country  the  attendance  of  females 
is  not  at  all  equal  to  that  of  the  men.     How 
contrary  is  this  state  of  things  to  the  command 
of  God  in  the  Psalms,  "  Both  young  men  and 
maidens ;  old  men  and  children ;  let  them  prais^ 
the  name  of  the  Lord."  (Psalm  cxlviii,  12,  13.) 
And  again,  "Let  every  thing  that  hath  breath 
praise  the  Lord."     (Ps.  cl.  G.)     How  differ- 
ent   is  the  condition   of  the  Jewish  females 
under  the  oral  law,   from  that  described  by 
Moses  : — "  When  Miriam,  the  prophetess,  the 
sister  of  Aaron,  took  a  timbrel  in  her  hand  ; 
and  all  the  women  went  out  after  her,  with 
timbrels  and  with  dances.     And  IMiriam  an- 
swered them,  Sing  ye  to  the  Lord,  for  he  hath 
triumphed    gloriously."       (Exod.     xi.    21.) 
Then  the  women  were  permitted  to  unite  in 
the  noblest  work  that  can  engage  the  soul  of 
human  beings,  the  praises  of  our  God.     But 
now  they  are  shut  out,  according  to  the  ordi- 
nance of  the  rabbles — they  are  not  reckoned 
amongst  God's  worshippers,  and  if  ten  thou- 
sand of  them   should  go  to   the  synagogue, 
unless  there  should  also  be  a  sufficient  num- 
ber of  men,  a  disciple  of  the  rabbles  would 
count  them  as  nobody,  and  not  think  it  worth 
his  while  to   read  prayers  for  them.     A  law 
like  this  cannot  possibly  proceed  from  God, 
He  makes  no  such  difference  between  male 
and  female. 
;  r^:i^'  ^^sn  'p^xD2  «b  ^^'n'  Dinrt  min:n  ab 
"  He  delighteth  not  in  the  strength  of  the 
horse;  he  taketh  not  pleasure  in  the  legs  of 
aman."    (Ps.  cxlvii.  10.)    "  The  sacrifices  of 
God  are  a  broken  spirit ;  a  broken  and  con- 
trite heart,   O  God,  thou   wilt  not  despise" 
(Ps.  li.  170  i  "0  matter  whether  it  be  male  or 
female. 

But  the  oral  law  is  not  content  with  de- 
grading women  by  refusing  to  number  them 
as  a  part  of  the  congregation,  it  actually  pre- 
scribes a  form  of  daily  prayer  expressive  of 
their  contempt.  Every  day  the  men  say — 
:  rr^^?  ^2tji?  «V©  rhvjn  "p^  ^yr^bii  ''n  "i^  "i 
"  Blessed  art  thou,  O  Lord,  our  God  ! 
king  of  the  universe,  who  hath  not  made  me  a 
woman."  Whilst  the  women  are  directed  to 
say— 


:  i:iiJ"i3  'rr!:'\i?  27irn  ^'7^  iyn7>?  'n  "{<  "2 
]       "  Blessed  art  thou,  O  J^ord  our  God  !  King 
I  of  the  universe,  who  hath  made  me  according 
'  to  his  will."     (Daily   Prayers,   p.   G.)     The 
I  proud    benediction   of   the   men    is   founded 
t  altogether  on   the   oral   law,  which  promises 
j  rewards  not  to  the  state  of  the  heart,  but  to 
i  the  external  operation  of  keeping  God's  com- 
j  mands,  and  as  many  of  them  cannot  be  kept 
I  by  the   women,  intimates  that   the  men  will 
:  have  a  greater  reward.     This  prayer,  or  rather 
thanksgiving,  refers   especially  to  the   study 
of  the   law,   from    which   they  suppose   the 
woman  to  be  dispensed,  and  for  which  they 
expect  no  small  reward  in  the  world  to  come, 
and  upon  which  they  pride  themselves,  parti- 
cularly in  this  present  life.     The  man  who 
remembers   the  day  of  judgment,  when  the 
secrets  of  all  hearts  .shall  be  revealed,  or  bears 
in  mind  that  the  distinction  of  sex,  like  the 
difference  of  rank  or  office  or  nationality,  is 
only  for  this  world,  will  find  but  little  reason 
for  offering  up  any  such  thanksgiving.     He 
knows  that  God  will  render  to  every  human 
being,  not  according  to  sex,  but  according  to 
deeds  ;  and  feeling  that  all,  both  male  and 
female,  are  sinners,  will  see  that  such  arrogance 
is  unbecoming  at  all  times,  and  particularly 
odious  at  the  moment  when  he  comes  to  ask 
pardon  of  Him  "  who  spieth  out  all  our  ways." 
Instead  of  despising  others,    under  the  pre- 
tence of  thanking  God,  the  truly  devout  man 
will  be  much  more  ready  to  take  up  the  lan- 
guage of  David,  and  say—"  Enter  not  into 
judgment  with  thy  servant,  O  Lord  ;  for  in 
thy  sight  shall  no  man  living  be  justified." 

It  appears,  from  these  quotations,  that 
Maimonides  did  not  learn  his  contempt  for 
womankind  from  the  Mahometans,  but  from 
the  oral  law  and  the  prayers  of  the  synagogue- 
Modern  Judaism  disqualifies  a  woman  from 
giving  evidence,  shuts  her  out  from  the  study 
of  God's  word,  excludes  her  from  the  number 
of  his  worshippers,  and  even  in  its  prayers  to 
God  pronounces  her  as  nothing  better  than  a 
heathen,  or  a  slave  ;  for  in  the  preceding 
benedictions,  the  man  says  first — "  Blessed 
art  thou,  O  God,  &c  ,  who  hath  not  made  me 
a  heathen  ;"  then,  "  Blessed  art  thou,  &c., 
who  hath  not  made  me  a  slave;"  and,  finally, 
"  Blessed  art  thou,  &c.,  who  hath  not  made 
me  a  woman."  Now  we  ask  every  Jew  and 
Jewess,  into  whose  hands  this  paper  may  fall, 
whether  a  religion  which  teaches  one-half  of 
the  human  race  to  despise  and  degrade  the 
other  half,  can  possibly  come  from  God  ?  or 
whether  it  is  not  the  invention  of  narrow- 
minded  and  vainglorious  men  ?  Even  reason 
itself  would  tell  us  that  God  would  never  teach 
us  to  despise  the  works  of  his  own  hands,  and 
still  less  to  hold  up  the  mother  who  bore  us, 
or  the  companion  who  has  shared  all  our  joys 
and  sorrows,  to  the  scorn  of  a  privileged  class 
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of  human  beings.  And  yet  this  is  what  the 
oriil  law  tloe?,  and  thereby  shows  that  it  does 
not  proceed  from  Him  who  inspired  Moses 
and  the  prophets.  The  writings  of  the  Old 
Testament  I'lunish  no  warrant  for  female  de- 
gradation. They  commence  by  telling  us 
that  the  woman  as  well  as  the  man  was  formed 
in  the  image  of  God,  and  that  though  woman 
was  first  led  into  transgression,  yet  that  she 
should  haA'e  the  honour  of  giving  birth  to 
Him  who  should  bruise  the  serpent's  head. 
(Gen.  iii.  15.)  They  tell  us  further,  that 
Avhen  God  was  pleased  to  give  the  command- 
inents  from  Sinai,  that  he  exacted  of  all  chil- 
dren to  honour  the  mother  as  well  as  the 
father — "Honour  thy  father  and  thy  mother." 
But  how  is  it  possible  for  any  one  to  honour 
his  mother  who  despises  her  as  an  inferior 
being,  does  not  look  upon  her  as  fit  to  give 
evidence  in  a  court  of  law,  and  even  makes  it 
a  matter  of  public  thanksgiving  that  he  is  not 
like  her?  Surely  such  an  one  is  much  more 
like  him  of  whom  it  is  said — 
:  ir^x  nni  n-i«  b^DD 
"  A  foolish  man  despiseth  his  mother." 
(Prov.  XV.  20.)  The  oral  law  is,  in  this  re- 
spect, altogether  inconsistent  with  the  law  of 
God.  The  former  tells  fathers  to  leave  their 
daughters  without  any  religious  education, 
and  the  latter  supposes  that  they  have  been  so 
well  taught  as  to  be  able  to  teach  their  sons. 
Thus  Solomon  says,  more  than  once,  "  My 
son,  keep  thy  father's  commandment,  and 
forsake  not  the  law  of  thy  mother,"  "TDK  min. 
(Prov.  vi.  20.)  But  how  is  it  possible  for 
those  Jewish  mothers,  in  Poland  or  Africa  for 
instance,  who  cannot  even  read  themselves,  to 
teach  their  sons  ?  or,  even  suppose  they  could 
read,  how  can  a  son  believe  in  his  mother's 
instruction  when  the  oral  law  tells  him  that 
she  is  not  qualified  to  give  testimony?  But 
the  Bible  does  not  teach  us  merely  to  have  a 
respect  for  our  own  mother,  but  shows  us 
generally  that  God  is  no  respecter  of  persons, 
and  that  he  bestows  his  gifts  upon  all.  It 
presents  to  our  view  many  women,  as  Sarah, 
Rebecca,  IMiriam,  Deborah,  and  Hannah,  as 
examples  of  piety,  and  informs  us  that  in  the 
time  of  salvation,  he  will  pour  out  his  Spirit 
upon  all  flesh,  without  any  distinction  of  sex 
or  nation.  "  And  it  shall  come  to  pass  after- 
■ward,  that  I  will  pour  out  my  Spirit  upon  all 
flesh ;  and  your  sons  and  your  daughters  shall 


prophesy."  (Joel  iii.  1.  In  the  English  Bible 
ii.  28.)  Yea,  as  if  to  mock  the  rabbics  and 
the  oral  law,  God  adds,  that  it  shall  be  given 
even  to  the  male  and  female  slaves. 

•^iD-a?.^  nonn  an^n  mnc\L^n  b^^  □nnrn  bi''  c:"i 

"  Yea,  even  upon  the  servants  and  hand- 
maids, in  those  days,  will  I  pour  out  my 
Spirit."  The  two  classes  of  human  beings  whom, 
next  to  the  Amliaratzin,  the  oral  law  treats 
with  the  most  indignity,  are  women  and  slaves  : 
but  God's  thoughts  are  not  like  the  rabbies' 
thoughts,  and  he,  therefore,  graciously  stands 
forth  as  the  vindicator  of  the  oppressed,  and 
promises  even  to  these  classes  the  gift  of  pro- 
phecy. Here  again,  then,  we  see  that  "as  far 
as  the  east  is  from  the  west,"  so  different  is 
God's  law  from  the  present  religion  of  the 
Jewish  people.  The  religion  of  the  rabbies  is 
a  grinding  tyranny,  oppressive  to  the  Gentiles, 
to  slaves,  yea,  and  to  all  unlearned  Jews,  and 
that  does  not  even  spare  the  wives,  the  mothers, 
and  the  daughters  of  Israel.  Wherever  the 
oral  law  can  have  its  full  sway,  as  in  Maho- 
metan  countries,  the  women  are  left  totally 
destitute  of  learning  and  religion — they  are 
not  even  taught  to  read.  In  not  one  of  those 
countries  is  a  school  for  female  children  to  be 
found.  It  is  only  in  Christian  lands  that  the 
daughters  of  Israel  get  any  education,  or  ever 
attain  to  anything  like  that  station  which 
God  destined  them  to  fill.  Wherever  the  light 
of  Christianity  shines,  however  feeble,  it 
ameliorates  the  condition  of  the  female  portion 
of  the  Jewish  nation,  and  compels  even  the 
disciples  of  Rabbinism  to  take  a  little  more 
care  of  their  souls  and  their  intellects.  Jewish 
females  are  therefore  deeply  indebted  to  the 
doctrines  of  Jesus  of  Nazareth.  If  he  had  not 
risen  up  against  the  oral  law,  they  would  be 
universally  classed  with  slaves,  idiots,  and 
Amharatzin.  He  has  delivered  tliem  from 
this  degradation.  Let  them  then  consider  the 
religion  of  Jesus,  and  the  religion  which 
the  rabbies  have  taught  them,  and  then  let 
them  decide  which  is  most  beneficial  to  their 
teinporal  and  eternal  welfare.  The  religion 
that  comes  from  God  must  be  beneficial  to  all 
his  rational  creatures.  A  religion  that  op- 
presses or  disdains  any  one  class,  and  deprives 
them  of  religious  instruction,  cannot  come  from 
him. 
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Great  and  striking  is  the  difference  of 
position  which  womankind  occupies  in  Eu- 
rope and  in  the  countries  of  the  East.  In  the 
latter  they  are  men's  slaves  :  in  the  former  his 
companions.  In  the  latter  they  are  objects 
of  contempt  even  to  their  own  sons.  In  the 
former  they  are  the  honoured  instruments  to 
impart  the  first  elements  of  learning  and  re- 
ligion. Here  in  Europe  they  appear  as  co- 
heirs, with  man,  of  reason,  of  intellect,  of  li- 
berty and  immortality ;  but  there  they  seem 
to  be  an  inferior  race  of  beings,  at  the  very 
most  a  better  sort  of  domestic  animal.  That 
the  European  state  of  things  is  more  agree- 
able to  God's  intention  in  the  creation  of  male 
and  female  is  evident  from  the  consideration, 
that  there  one  half  of  the  human  race  is 
doomed  to  degradation  and  misery,  whilst 
here  they  enjoy  a  becoming  respect,  and  a 
much  larger  portion  of  happiness ;  and  still 
more  from  observing  the  effects  of  the  two  sys- 
tems. Here  the  intellectual  and  moral  powers 
of  mankind  have  far  advanced  towards  per- 
fection, but  there  the  human  race  is  still  de- 
based and  barbarous.  Now  that,  which  makes 
happy  and  improves,  must  necessarily  be  more 
agreeable  to  (Jod's  purpose  in  creation,  than 
that  which  degrades  and  makes  unhappy; 
and  this  argument  will  also  go  far  to  prove 
that  another  striking  feature  of  difference,  which 
distinguishes  the  West  from  the  East,  is  also 
more  in  accordance  with  the  will  of  God  ;  we 
mean  the  fact  that  here  men  have  only  one 
wife,  whilst  there  they  have  many.  There 
can  be  no  doubt  that  this  characteristic 
of  European  life  conduces  much  to  the  well- 
being  and  the  peace  of  families,  as  well  as  to 
the  moral  and  intellectual  improvement  of  indi- 
viduals.  In  these  two  great  advantages  and 
means  of  happiness  the  Jewesses  of  Europe 
participate.  They  are  not  illiterate  slaves 
like  their  sisters  in  the  east,  neither  do  they 
divide  their  husbands'  affections  with  many. 
Here  the  Jews,  like  the  Christians,  have  only 
one  wife.  It  becomes,  therefore,  a  most  in- 
teresting subject  of  inquiry  to  know  to  what 
the  European  Jewesses  are  indebted  for  this 
superiority  of  respect  and  happiness.  Is  it  to 
their  own  religion,  or  to  the  religion  of  Chris- 
tians, that  is,  is  it  to  Judaism  or  Christia- 
nity ?  We  might  answer  at  once,  that  Ju- 
daism has  certainly  not  produced  this  salutary 
difference,  for  then  it  would  have  produced 


the  same  effect  in  ]\Iahometan  countries,  but  we 
prefer  referring  to  the  oral  law  itself.  We  have 
already  shown  that  modern  Judaism  degrades 
women  to  the  level  of  slaves  and  yimharatzin  : 
we  shall  now  prove  that  the  Jewesses  are  not 
indebted  to  it  for  the  ahoUtion  of  polygamy. 
When  Napoleon  assembled  the  famous  Pa- 
risian Sanhedrin  he  proposed  this  question  to 
the  Jewish  deputies,  "  Is  it  lawful  for  Jews  to 
marry  more  than  one  wife  V  To  which  they 
returned  the  following  answer  : — "  It  is  not 
lawful  for  Jews  to  marry  more  than  one  wife  : 
in  all  European  countries  they  conform  to  the 
general  practice  of  marrying  only  one.  Moses 
does  not  command  expressly  to  take  several ; 
but  he  does  not  forbid  it.  He  seems  even  to 
adopt  that  custom  as  generally  prevailing, 
since  he  settles  the  rights  of  inheritance  be- 
tween children  of  different  wives.  Although 
this  practice  still  prevails  in  the  East,  yet 
their  ancient  doctors  have  enjoined  them  to 
restrain  from  taking  more  than  one  wife,  ex- 
cept when  the  man  is  enabled  by  his  fortune 
to  maintain  several.  The  case  has  been  dif- 
ferent in  the  West ;  the  wish  of  adopting 
the  customs  of  the  inhabitants  of  this  part  of 
the  world  has  induced  the  Jews  to  renounce 
polygamy.  But  as  several  individuals  still 
indulged  in  that  practice,  a  synod  was  con- 
vened at  Worms  in  the  eleventh  century,  com- 
posed of  one  hundred  rabbles,  with  Guerson 
(Gershom)  at  their  head.  This  assembly  pro- 
nounced an  anathema  against  every  Israelite 
who  should,  in  future,  take  more  than  one 
wife.  Although  this  prohibition  was  not  to 
last  for  ever,  the  influence  of  European  man- 
ners has  universally  prevailed."  (Transac- 
tions of  the  Sanhedrin,  p.  150).  A  more 
evasive,  false,  and  inconsistent  answer  has 
rarely  been  given  to  a  plain  straightforward 
question.  First  they  say  decidedly,  that  it  is 
not  lawful  for  Jews  to  marry  more  than  one 
wife :  then  they  spend  a  page  in  contradicting 
themselves,  and  at  last  acknowledge  that 
the  abolition  of  polygamy  was  first  owinc 
to  the  anathema  of  a  rabbi,  and  that  it  is 
now  to  be  attributed  to  the  influence  of  Eu- 
ropean manners.  But  what  are  European 
manners  ?  What  religion  do  Europeans  pro- 
fess ?  Plainly  the  religion  of  Jesus  of  Naza- 
reth, so  that  here  the  Jewish  deputies  acknow- 
ledge that  if  Jewish  wives  have  not  got  three 
or  four  or  more  rivals  shut  up  with  tbem  in 
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the  same  house,  they  owe  tliis  benefit  to  Chris- 
tianity. But  we  must  not  rest  satisticd  with 
this  answer  of  the  Parisian  deputies  ;  we  must 
ask  the  oral  law  itself,  whether  it  is  lawful 
for  Jews  to  marry  more  than  one  wife,  and 
must  hear  the  oral  law's  reply.  It  answers 
thus  : — 

nnx  nni  i^n  n»y?D  iVcx  c^-ijo  n?DD  d-i«  «'>m3 
T\'n-'\D  snm  •  y2vb  nb^y  inirt^  |\^"i  it  ~>nj^  in  \'2 
:  nnxT  nn«  b'2b  'xn^  nsiin  moD  n^'©  in'b  b^y 
"  A  man  may  marry  many  wives,  even  a 
hundred,  either  at  once,  or  one  after  the 
other,  and  his  wife  cannot  prevent  it,  pro- 
vided that  he  is  able  to  give  to  each  suitable 
food,  clothing,  aiid  marriage-duty."  (lad 
Hachasakah  Hilchoth  Ishulh.,  c.  xiv.  3.) 
This  is  rather  different  doctrine  from  that  of 
the  Parisian  Sanhtdrin.  Here  it  is  plain 
that  the  oral  law  allows  a  man  to  have  more 
than  one  wife,  and  does  not  stint  him  at  all 
as  to  the  number.  The  Arbah  Turim 
teaches  precisely  the  same  doctrine,  except 
that  it  advises  a  man  not  to  marry  more  than 
four. 
n)03  Di«  x'©i3  «n  ">Q«T  d'*«:j:  n?D3  m«  ^^^ii 

'iQ  -inv  Di«  «VL^^  iib'^  niTO  n^5^  D'odh  ^:^\2 

*'  A  man  may  marry  many  wives,  for 
Rabba  says  it  is  lawful  to  do  so,  if  he  can 
provide  for  them.  Nevertheless,  the  wise 
men  have  given  good  advice,  that  a  man 
should  not  marry  more  than  four  wives." 
(Even  Haezer,  1.)  So  far  then  as  Judaism 
is  concerned,  polygamy  is  lawful ;  and  a  Jew 
that  would  even  restrict  himself  according  to 
the  advice  of  the  rabbles,  might  still  have 
four  wives.  It  is  not  his  religion  that  teaches 
him  to  be  content  with  one ;  and  therefore 
we  must,  further,  inquire  how  it  is  that  the 
Jews,  who  consider  polygamy  lawful,  do  not 
indulge  in  it.  The  Parisian  deputies  have 
already  informed  us  that  it  still  prevails  in 
the  East,  and  that  it  prevailed  in  Europe  until 
the  eleventh  century,  when  R.  Gershom  ana- 
thematized it.  In  the  place  just  cited  we  find 
a  similar  statement. 

ir«  nn«  n-i^^  «b«  ^^'c'?  i^'?'©  i;n]'i)  n^pni 
b^  n''•^nr^  :"">  :  in\rx  bi^  mn«  ntD«  a^'b  \^'ttj-i 
:  noinxn  pi  nnnrr  xb  rrai^n  "ji^  in^ux  b^  K\u"i3rt 

"  In  a  place  where  the  custom  is  to  marry 
only  one  wife,  it  is  not  permitted  to  marry 
more  than  one  woman.  R.  Gershom  anathe- 
matized any  one  that  should  marry  a  second, 
whilst  his  wife  was  alive  ;  but  this  anathema 
does  not  extend  to  the  case  of  the  widow  of 
a  brother,  who  has  died  without  children,  nor 
to  the  case  of  a  woman  who  is  only  betrothed. 
This  ordinance,  however,  does  not  obtain  in 
all  lands,  and  the  anathema  was  only  to  last 
until  the  end  of   the  fifth   thousand  years." 


Hence  it  appears  that  before  R.  Gershom 
polygamy  was  lawful  and  practised  by  the 
Jews  in  Europe,  but  that  he  forbade  it  ex- 
cept in  particular  cases ;  and  further,  that 
R.  Gershom's  prohibition  was  only  temporary, 
it  was  to  have  force  until  the  end  of  the 
fifth  thousand  years,  that  is,  until  the  year 
1240  of  the  Christian  era.  This  period  is 
now  long  past,  for  the  Jews  reckon  this  year 
5597.  •'ind  Gershom's  anathema  has  therefore 
lost  its  force  :  consequently,  the  only  obstacle 
which  their  religion  opposed  to  polygamy  has 
been  removed,  and,  so  far  as  conscience  is 
concerned,  every  professor  of  Judaism  must 
feel  himself  at  liberty  to  marry  as  many  wives 
as  he  likes.  He  knows  that  R.  Gershom's 
anathema  has  expired,  and  if  he  goes  to  the 
codes  of  Jewish  law,  he  finds  that  it  is  left 
doubtful.  For  instance,  the  note  oh  the  pas- 
sage just  cited  says — 

jn^vim  n:pnn  ibx  ry)y\^  ^3i  mpo  ^3>di 

]nrD  nns  xD-\:ib  ::"^:  '2  ximDi  ^2vjxd  ^q  pn^i 
in«D  y'-i  Din  ~iii''\n  ^o  ?]iDb  |\^  mn  pm  a"'} 

"  Nevertheless,  in  all  these  countries  the 
ordinance  and  the  custom  remain  in  force, 
and  it  is  not  lawful  to  marry  two  wives  ;  and 
he  that  transgresses  and  does  so  is  to  be  com- 
pelled by  anathema  and  excommunication  to 
divorce  one  of  them.  But  some  say  that  in 
the  present  time  he  that  transgresses  the  ana- 
thema of  R.  Gershom  is  not  to  be  compelled, 
for  the  five  thousand  years  have  been  com- 
pleted long  since;  but  the  custom  is  not 
according  to  this."  Here  then  are  two  opi- 
nions. The  most  strict  of  the  two  is,  that 
polygamy  is  now  not  lawful,  and  that  he  who 
marries  two  wives  must  divorce  one  of  them  : 
but  even  this  cannot  be  very  satisfactory  to 
the  woman  whom  he  first  married,  for  it  does 
not  define  which  of  the  two  is  to  be  divorced. 
It  only  requires  that  one  of  them  should  be 
divorced,  and  leaves  it  to  the  man  himself  to 
divorce  which  he  pleases.  The  other  opinion 
is,  that  polygamy  is  now  lawful,  and  that  he 
is  not  to  be  compelled  to  divorce  either. 
Hence  it  appears  that  it  is  not  Judaism  which 
protects  the  rights  and  the  happiness  of  Jewish 
women,  or  the  peace  and  comfort  of  Jewish 
families.  The  influence  and  the  laws  of 
Christianity  forbid  polygamy.  To  Christi- 
anity, then,  Jewish  females  are  indebted,  not 
only  for  the  station  which  they  hold  in  society, 
but  for  the  peace  which  they  enjoy  in  their 
homes.  Wherever  Christianity  has  no  power, 
there  the  Jews  may  take  as  many  wives  as 
they  please :  and  if  ever  Judaism  should  ob- 
tain supreme  power,  Jewesses  must  expect  to 
be  again  degraded  into  the  category  of  slaves 
and  AmJiaratzin,  and  to  have  their  domestic 
peace  annihilated  by  the  introduction  of  new. 
wives  and  families.     It  may  be  replied,  that 
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this  objection  applies  with  equal  force  to  the 
written  law,  for  that  Moses  himself  allows  po- 
lygamy. But  to  this  we  answer,  that  Moses 
only  tolerated  polygamy,  but  that  he  shows 
clearly  that  it  was  not  the  purpose  of  God, 
that  men  should  have  more  wives  than  one. 
He  found  an  evil  custom  existing  amongst  a 
people  debased  by  Egyptian  slavery,  and 
like  a  wise  reformer,  he  did  not  com- 
mence his  improvements  by  destroying 
all  that  existed,  but  endeavoured  to  restrain 
the  evil,  to  show  that  it  was  contrary  to  God's 
original  institution,  and  to  point  out  the  con- 
sequences. He  did  not  immediately  pro- 
nounce it  unlawful,  for  that  would  have  been 
attended  with  serious  inconveniences,  but  by 
the  direction  of  God  gave  laws  to  protect  the 
wives  and  children.  In  the  beginning  of  Gene- 
sis— he  showed  that  God's  will  was,  that  a 
man  should  have  only  one  wife,  for  that  he 
did  not  create  several  women,  but  only  one. 
He  gives  the  words  of  God,  saying,  "■  It  is 
not  good  that  the  man  should  be  alone  :  I 
will  make  him  an  help  meet  for  him,  ii:i3D  Til"," 
where  "  help"  is  in  the  singular  number,  to 
show  that  man  was  not  to  have  more  than  one 
help  meet  for  him.  And  again,  those  words, 
"  Therefore  shall  a  man  leave  his  father  and 
his  mother,  and  shall  cleave  unto  his  wife," 
not  unto  his  wives,  but  to  his  wife  ;  where  it 
is  also  to  be  observed,  that  God  is  laying 
down  a  law,  not  for  Adam  only,  but  for 
coming  generations.  By  exhibiting  the  ori- 
ginal institution  of  marriage  in  Paradise, 
whilst  man  was  yet  innocent,  and  stating  the 
original  law  and  purpose  of  God,  Moses  plainly 
showed  that  God's  will  was,  that  a  man 
should  have  only  one  wife.  He  then  goes 
on  to  show,  that  the  first  who  departed  from 
this  original  institution  was  Lamech,  one  of 
the  wicked  descendants  of  wicked  Cain. 
"  And  Lamech  took  unto  him  two  wives" 
(Gen.  iv.  19),  whom  he  holds  up  as  a 
warning,  recording  of  him  only  that  he  had 
two  wives,  and  that  he  was  a  murderer. 
With  this  he  contrasts  the  conduct  of  Noah 
and  his  sons,  who  had  only  one  wife  each. 
In  the  history  of  the  patriarchs  he  shows  the 
evil  consequences  of  polygamy.  He  shows 
that  it  was  not  the  will  of  Abraham  to  take  a 
second  wife,  but  that  Sarah  in  her  eagerness 
to  have  children  misled  him,  and  that  discord 
and  domestic  trouble  soon  followed.  And  by 
all  the  troubles  which  the  sons  of  Ishmael 
have  since  inflicted  upon  the  children  of 
Isaac,  God  has,  in  his  providence,  confirmed 
the  moral  to  be  drawn  from  the  JMosaic  nar- 
rative. Moses  then  points  out  the  happiness 
of  Isaac,  who  had  only  one  wife ;  and  the 
troubles  of  Jacob,  who,  not  by  his  own  choice, 
but  by  the  wickedness  of  Laban,  and  the  folly 
of  Laban's  daughters,  had  more  than  one  ; 
and  last  of  all,  IVIoses  gave  in  himself  an  ex- 


ample of  the  conduct  which  he  wished  Israel 
to  pursue  by  having  only  one  wife  himself. 
A  careful  examination,  therefore,  of  the  law 
of  Moses  will  show  that  he  only  tolerated 
polygamy  as  an  existing  evil,  but  that  he 
intended  to  discourage  it,  by  exhibiting  the 
original  institution  of  marriage,  and  the  many 
evils  that  result  from  a  departure  from  God's 
purpose.  When,  therefore,  we  show  that  the 
oral  law  permits  men  to  have  more  wives  than 
one,  and  that  consequently  it  is  accountable 
for  all  the  evil  thehce  resulting,  we  cannot  be 
charged  with  reproaching  the  law  of  Moses. 
The  oral  law  says  expressly,  that  a  man  may 
marry  many  wives,  even  a  hundred.  The 
law  of  Moses  nowhere  says  any  thing  of  the 
kind.  It  only  legislates  in  case  that  such  a 
thing  should  happen.  The  oral  law  plainly 
advises  a  man  not  to  take  more  than  four 
wives.  The  law  of  Moses  holds  up  the  evil 
of  having  more  than  one.  If  men  would  care- 
fully read  the  law  of  Moses,  they  would  see 
that  tlie  original  intention  was,  that  a  man 
should  have  only  one  wife.  But  if  a  man 
follow  the  oral  law,  he  will  be  encouraged  to 
take  as  many  as  he  can  support.  It  is  evi- 
dent, therefore,  that  if  the  Jews  in  Europe  do 
not  practise  polygamy,  their  conduct  is  not  to 
be  ascribed  to  the  influence  of  Judaism,  but 
of  Christianity. 

It  is,  further,  evident  that  tliis  Christian 
practice  of  having  only  one  wife,  cannot  be 
objected  to  as  an  unauthorised  alteration  of  the 
law  of  Moses.  If  R.  Gershom  was  al- 
lowed to  forbid  polygamy,  and  the  Jews  con- 
sidered themselves  bound  to  obey  him,  they 
cannot  reasonably  object  to  the  Christian  laws 
on  the  same  subject.  Christianity  has  only 
efl^ected  by  its  influence  what  R.  Gershom 
endeavoured  to  accomplish  by  anathema. 
The  only  difference  is,  that  Christianity  was 
first,  and  that  R.  Gershom  learnt  the  evil 
of  polygamy  from  Christians.  If  it  was  law- 
ful for  a  rabbi,  it  was  still  more  lawful  for  the 
Messiah  to  restore  the  original  constitution  of 
marriage  as  established  in  Paradise,  and  to 
deliver  Jewish  wives  and  families  from  all 
that  confusion  and  discord  which  results  from 
polygamy.  But  it  is  particularly  deserving 
of  notice  that  R.  Gershom,  by  forbidding- 
the  Jews  to  have  more  wives  than  one,  made 
a  great  and  decided  change  in  the  oral  law. 
That  which  the  oral  law  allows,  R.  Ger- 
shom forbids.  We  grant,  indeed,  that  by 
thus  changing  the  oral  law,  he  approximated 
to  the  mind  and  intention  of  Moses  :  but  he 
altered  the  oral  law,  and  thereby  shows  us 
that  he  himself  did  not  believe  that  the  oral 
law  was  to  last  for  ever,  or  that  it  is  of  eternal 
obligation.  If  he  had  considered  it  unchange- 
able, he  would  not  have  dared  to  make  the 
change ;  but  by  making  so  important  a  change 
as  this,  to  forbid  what  it  allows,  he  plainly 
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shows  it  as  his  opinion,  that  where  there 
is  a  grave  reason,  the  oral  law  may  be 
changed  or  abolished ;  and  all  the  Jews 
who  "acquiesce  in  his  ordinance,  and  think 
it  is  unlawful  to  marry  more  wives  than 
one,  consent  to  the  change.  But  if  it 
be  lawful  to  change  in  one  thing,  it  must 
also  be  lawful  to  change  in  another,  so  that 
the  Rabbinical  Jews  have  no  reason  whatever 
for  reproaching  their  brethren  who  renounce 
the  oral  law  totally.  Such  persons  are  only 
acting  upon  a  principle  practically  acknow- 
ledged by  all  the  Jews  of  Europe.  It  may 
be  said  that  R.  Gershom's  change  was  only 
temporary,  and  that  the  present  acquiescence 
of  European  Jews  is  only  a  sort  of  homage 
to  Christian  principles.  This  is  certainly  true, 
and  this  reply  leads  us  to  consider  the  dreary 
prospect  presented  to  Jewish  females,  if  ever 
modern  Judaism  should  obtain  power.  The 
influence  of  Christian  principle  would  then 
cease, — polygamy  would  again  be  lawful,  and 
the  matrons  of  Israel,  who  now  appear  as 
the  participators  in  the  family  government 
and  the  guides  of  their  households,  would 
again  be  degraded  into  one  of  a  herd  of  female 
slaves.  They  might  have  a  hundred  com- 
petitors  and  rivals  in  their  husbands' affections, 
and  even  if  the  husband  should  follow  the 
advice  of  the  rabbles,  and  take  only  four 
wives,  they  would  at  least  have  three.  Now, 
we  ask  every  matron  in  Israel  whether  she 
would  wish  such  a  change,  or  whether  she 
would  prefer  the  present  state  of  things,  where 
a  man  can  have  only  one  wife  ?  If  she  prefers 
the  present  state,  then  she  prefers  the  Chris- 
tian  principle,  and  acknowledges  that  Chris- 
tianity  is  better  than  Judaism.  If  she  does 
not  wish  for  the  restoration  of  polygamy,  then 
she  confesses  that  the  doctrines  of  Judaism 
are  injurious,  and  that  she  does  not  desire  the 
triumph  of  her  own  religion.  Then  why 
should  she  profess  a  religion  which  she  ac- 
knowledges to  be  prejudicial  to  her  welfare — 
or  why  should  she  reject  a  religion  which  pro- 
tects her  peace  and  comfort  ?  There  can  be  no 
question,  that  Christianity  has  prevented 
amongst  the  Jews  the  practice  of  having  many 
wives;  it  has,  therefore,  been  a  blessing  to 
Jewish  families  for  centuries;  why,  then, 
should  they  despise  or  oppose  a  religion  which 
has  been,  and  still  is,  a  blessing  ?  And  we 
propose  this  question,  not  only  to  Jewish 
wives,  but  to  Jewish  husbands.  Is  it  not  a 
fact,  that  God's  original  institution  was  that  a 
man   should   have  only  one  wife— does  not 


IMoses  show  that  tlie  first  polygamist  was  a 
descendant  of  wicked  Cain,  and,  that  family 
discord  and  unhappiness  is  the  consequence 
of  having  more  wives  than  one  ?  Does  not 
reason,  and  the  state  of  Mahometan  countries, 
show  that  where  there  are  many  wives,  woman 
is  degraded,  and  the  education  of  children  ne- 
cessarily neglected?  Is  not  the  moral,  the 
intellectual,  and  scientific  progress  of  mankind 
greatly  superior  in  Christian  countries,  where 
men  have  only  one  wife  ?  Is  not,  then,  the 
practice  of  having  only  one  wife  a  blessing  ? 
Has  it  not  been  a  blessing  to  Jewish  husbands, 
wives,  and  children  ?  Are  not,  then,  the  Jews 
deeply  indebted  to  Christianity  for  that  mea- 
sure of  peace  and  moral  improvement  which 
they  have  derived  from  this  practice  ?  And 
would  not  an  adherence  to  their  own  oral  law 
in  the  same  degree  have  proved  a  disadvan- 
tage, if  not  a  curse?  How,  then,  can  they 
oppose  a  religion  which  has  been  to  them  a 
blessing  ? — or  how  can  they  adhere  to  a  re- 
ligion which  contains  principles  subversive  of 
their  domestic  peace,  and  destructive  to  the 
well-being,  and  the  moral  and  intellectual  im- 
provement of  one-half  the  hum.an  race  ?  The 
rabbies  say,  that  the  oral  law  is  eternal  in  its 
obligation :  if  so,  then  polygamy  is  to  be 
eternal  in  its  continuance,  and  then  men  are 
never  to  return  to  that  state  of  perfection  which 
they  enjoyed  in  paradise.  Who  is  there  that 
does  not  see  that  the  race  of  man  was  most 
happy  when  sin  was  unknown,  and  most 
perfect  in  intellect  when  he  could  hold  con- 
verse with  the  Deity  and  dwell  in  the  garden 
of  God  ?  But  if  Judaism  be  true,  men  are 
never  again  to  enjoy  that  state,  for  then  poly- 
gamy was  unknown.  Adam  had  only  one 
wife;  and  until  sin  entered  into  the  world,  and 
ripened  even  into  murder,  no  man  had  two 
wives.  Judaism  is,  therefore,  opposed  to  the 
pure  and  perfect  state  of  things  that  existed  in 
paradise,  and  favourable  to  that  confusion  intro- 
duced by  the  murderous  Lamech,  the  son  of 
murderous  Cain — and  Christianity  resembles, 
in  its  principles  of  marriage,  the  happy  state 
ordained  by  God  in  Paradise.  Here,  then,  we 
have  another  and  a  practical  proof  that  the 
oral  law  is  not  of  God.  Its  authors  totally 
misunderstood  the  mind  and  purpose  of  Moses', 
the  servant  of  God,  and  misinterpreted  his 
temporary  toleration  of  an  existing  evil  into 
a  positive  permission  and  sanction  for  con- 
tinuing it.  We  have  also  another  proof  of 
the  divine  origin  of  Christianity. 
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When  God  delivered  the  commandments  at 
Sinai,  he  placed  those  which  related  to  him- 
self first,  to  teach  us  that  our  first  duty  is  to 
love  and  serve  him  ;  and  immediately  after 
these  he  gave  the  command  "  Honour  thy 
father  and  thy  mother,"  to  show  us  that,  next 
to  himself,  we  are  bound  to  reverence,  to  love, 
and  to  obey  those  to  whom  we  owe  our  exist- 
ence. This  order  of  things  was  not  an  arbi- 
trary choice,  but  founded  in  that  natural  con- 
stitution of  creation  which  God  ordained  as 
most  conducive  to  the  intellectual  and  moral 
well-being  as  well  as  to  the  happiness  of  his 
creatures.  He  does  not  command  us  to  love 
and  serve  Him,  and  Him  only,  merely  because 
He  has  the  right  on  the  one  hand,  and  it  is 
our  bounden  duty  on  the  other;  but  because  a 
conformity  to  his  will  is  an  approximation 
both  to  wisdom  and  happiness.  Neither  does 
he  tell  us  to  honour  father  and  mother,  be- 
cause we  owe  them  all  such  reverence,  as  from 
them  we  have  derived  our  being,  and  to  them 
are  indebted  for  all  the  care  and  affection  with 
which  they  have  tended  and  watched  over  our 
infancy  :  but  because  He  has  himself  consti- 
tuted  the  relation  of  parent  and  child,  and  or- 
dained parental  affection  and  filial  duty  as  the 
means  of  promoting  our  welfare  in  time  and 
in  eternity.  Any  religion,  therefore,  whose 
tendency  is  to  render  obedience  to  that  com- 
mand impossible,  must  not  only  be  contrary 
to  the  will  of  God,  but  to  the  happiness  of 
man  ;  and  this  is  one  of  the  many  reasons  for 
which  we  think  that  Judaism  must  be  false. 
The  religion  of  the  oral  law  has  a  direct  ten- 
dency to  diminish  a  son's  respect  for  his  mo- 
ther. We  do  not  mean  to  say  that  in  this  or 
any  other  Christian  country  Jewish  sons  despise 
their  mothers.  The  co-existence  of  Chris- 
tianity necessarily  counteracts  the  development 
of  Rabbinical  principles.  We  intend  only  to 
exhibit  the  natural  and  necessary  consequences, 
if  there  were  no  counteracting  force.  The  con. 
tempt  which  the  oral  law  pours  upon  women 
in  general,  and  the  encouragement  which  it 
gives  to  polygamy  have  necessarily  the  effect 
of  lessening  their  respect  both  in  the  eyes  of 
their  husbands  and  their  sons,  and  this  ten- 
dency is  still  more  increased  by  the  Rabbinic 
doctrine  of  divorce,  which  we  now  propose  to 
consider.  The  law  of  Moses  peimits  divorce 
under  certain  circumstances.  It  says,  "•  When 
a  man  hath  taken   a  wife,  and  married  her, 


and  it  come  to  pass  that  she  find  no  favour  in 
his  eyes,  because  he  hath  found  some  unclean- 
ness,  "in  rrni",  in  her ;  then  let  him  write  her 
a  bill  of  divorcement,  and  give  it  in  her  hand, 
and  send  her  out  of  his  house,"  &c.  (Deut. 
xxiv.  1.)  But  this  permission,  founded  on 
grave  and  important  considerations,  the  rab- 
bies  have  perverted  into  an  unlimited  licence 
to  divorce  on  the  most  trifling  pretext. 

miy  xso  o  ^:3n  x-ipb  >^nn  ^b''mn  nnnpn  Vrss* 
s^rp5?  '^^  11323  nr-trcMJ  inx  in  ix  mis'  i«  -in 
on  ii^^b  Mjnn  nio^n  n^<3  mn«  i^ijo  '••d^^  iid 
i«  '13  V-u  p  ''O  vrs-i  \n  hiijon  X7  d^^  n^m 
113:3  ny^D  c«'C  n"a3  nsbm  nn  mij?  xi^o'oj 

"  The  school  of  Shammai  says,  A  man  is 
not  to  divorce  his  wife  unless  he  shall  find 
some  uncleanness  in  her,  for  they  interpret 
the  verse  according  to  its  simple  meaning,  if 
she  find  no  favour  in  his  eyes  on  account  of 
his  finding  some  uncleanness  in  her.  The 
school  of  Hillel  thinks,  that  if  a  woman  let 
the  broth  burn  it  is  sufficient,  for  they  inter, 
pret  the  words  '  a  matter  of  uncleanness'  to 
mean,  Either  uncleanness,  or  any  other 
matter  in  which  she  has  offended  him.  But 
R.  Akiva  thinks,  that  a  man  may  divorce  his 
wife,  if  he  only  find  another  handsomer  than 
she  is,  for  he  interprets  the  verse  thus,  '  If 
she  find  no  favour  in  his  eyes,'  where  he  ex- 
plains favour  to  refer  to  the  favour  of  beauty, 
or  if  he  find  a  matter  of  uncleanness.  But 
the  legal  decision  is  according  to  the  school  of 
Hillel,  that  is,  if  a  wife  sin  against  her  hus- 
band, he  may  divorce  her."  (Arbah  Turim 
Hilchoth  Gittin,,  1.)  This  monstrous  pas- 
sage is  in  itself  sufficient  to  shake  the  autho- 
rity of  the  oral  law,  for  in  the  first  place  we 
find  three  grave  authorises,  Shammai,  Hillel, 
and  Akiva,  all  differing  as  to  the  sense  of  a 
most  important  passaoe,  bearing  upon  a  sub- 
ject that  most  nearly  affects  the  happiness  and 
well-being  of  human  society.  One  of  the 
gravest  questions  that  can  be  propounded  is. 
When  is  a  man  justified  in  divorcing  his  wife  ? 
If  there  be  an  oral  law  at  all,  it  ought  cer- 
tainly to  answer  this  question  clearly,  unc(jui- 
vocaily,  and  satisfactorily.  The  existence  of 
disputation  shows  that  these  three  rabbles  had 
no  authorhative  tradition  on  the  subject,  but 
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were  merely  giving  tlieir  own  private  opinions : 
and  that  therefore  the  assertion,  that  an  oral 
law  exists,  is  a  mere  fiction  invented  to  im- 
pose upon  the  credulous,  but  insufficient  to 
beget  faith  in  any  man  or  woman  that  will 
make  use  of  the  reason  given  by  God.  The 
old  fable,  that  God  caused  a  voice  to  be  heard 
from  heaven,  saying,  when  the  rabbles  differ, 
'^  That 

:  D^-in  c^n'^^  nan  n'?^!  vtba 
both  speak  the  words  of  the  living  God,"  will 
not  do  now.     Every  one  can  understand  that 
God  does  not  speak  contradictions.     No  one 
will  believe  that  the  profane  sentiment  of  R. 
Akiva,  That  a  man  may  divorce  his  wife  as 
soon  as  he  finds  another   who   pleases   him 
belter,  can  proceed  from  the  God  of  holiness 
and  justice.     It  is  true  that  this  opinion  is 
not  the  law;  but  the  opinion  of  Hillel,  which 
is  the  law,  is  not   a  whit   better.      It  pro- 
nounces thatif  a  woman  only  spoil  the  broth  she 
may  be  divorced  :  now  this  interpretation  of  the 
words  of  IMoses  is  plainly  contrary  to  the  gram- 
matical sense  :    nini"*  is'  in  Regimen  (hd^OD) 
and  joined   to    '^i•^  by  a  munach,   and  can 
therefore  by  no  mean^  be  separated  from  it  so 
as  to  signify   "  Either  uncleanness  or  some 
other  matter."     The   words   of  Moses,    the 
points,  and  the  accents,  all  decide  that  there 
is  only  one  cause  for  which  a  man  may  put 
away  his  wife.     Hillel  and  his  successors  have 
wilfully  passed  by  the  plain  sense  of  the  He- 
brew  words,  in   their  eagerness  to  obtain    a 
facility  for  putting  away  their  wives.      They 
were  not  ignorant  of  the  right  sense,  for  that 
was  plainly  asserted  by  Shammai,  but  were 
determined  to  get  rid  of  it ;  and  such  was  the 
state  of  the  Jews  at  the  time,  that  they  had 
infiuence  enough  to  turn  their  false  interpreta- 
tion into  law  ;  and  such  has  been  the  state  of 
the  Jews  ever  since,  that  it  continues  law  to 
this  very  hour.  A  Rabbinical  Jew  may,  accord, 
ing  to  his  religious  tenets,  turn  away  his  wife, 
the  mother  of  his  children,  on  a  pretext  that 
would  hardly  justify  the  dismissal  of  a  servant. 
He  may  rudely  tear  asunder  the  sacred  ties  of 
conjugal  affection,  and  separate  between  mo- 
ther and  children,    if    the   unhappy    woman 
should  only  make  a  mistake  in  her  cookery. 
One  of  the  worst  charges  brought  against  the 
slave-dealers  was,  that   they  had   no  respect 
either   for    maternal  or  filial  afi^ection ;   that 
they  separated  between  mother  and  children. 
The   very  same   accusation   can   be   brought 
against  modern  Judaism,  which   legitimatizes 
the  very  same  disregard  for  the  feelings  of  a 
mother.     Can,  then,  such   a  religion,  which 
thus  daringly  snaps  the  ties  of  nature,  be  from 
God  ?     Is  it  possible  that  God   should  thus 
expose   one  half  of  his  rational  creatures  to 
(he  caprice  and  the  tyranny  of  tliose  who  ought 
to  be  their  defenders  and  protectors  from  every 


insult  and  every  harm  ?  If  the  same  right 
were  given  to  women,  though  the  laws  would 
be  most  contrary  to  the  divine  institution  of 
marriage,  it  would  at  least  have  the  appear- 
ance of  justice;  but  ihis  is  denied.  The  oral 
law  says, — 
«'?i<  \i.n^,?D  i3'«\ri  nobD  •  rT^2  ]n  «!?Dn  ab  dx 

"  The  words,  '  If  she  find  no  favour  in 
his  eyes,'  teach,  that  the  husband  does  not 
divorce  except  voluntarily  ;  and  if  the  woman 
be  divorced  against  his  will,  she  is  not  di- 
vorced. But  the  woman  is  divorced  with 
or  without  her  will."  (Jad  Hachazah. 
Hilcoth  Girushin,  c.  1,  2.)  Accord, 
ing  to  this  doctrine  the  happiness  of  the 
wife  and  the  children  is  absolutely  vested  in 
the  power  of  the  man,  and  in  any  paroxysm 
of  ill-humour,  he  may  make  them  both  un- 
happy for  life ;  he  may  turn  the  mother 
out  of  her  home,  drive  her  forth  like  a  crimi. 
nal  from  the  bosom  of  her  family,  and  intro- 
duce a  stranger.  "Who  does  not  see  that  this 
is  a  power  unfit  to  be  trusted  to  the  hands  of 
any  man  or  any  people  ?  "We  do  not  mean  to 
impute  anything  peculiar  to  the  Jews;  we 
believe  that  as  to  their  natural  propensities, 
humours,  and  caprices,  all  are  much  alike, 
and  that  therefore  none  ought  to  have  the 
power  of  thus  lightly  breaking  up  the  domes- 
tic constitution.  It  is  no  answer  to  this  to 
say,  that  in  this  country  divorce  is  not  so 
lightly  practised.  Thanks  to  the  power  of 
Christian  principle  and  the  existence  of  Chris- 
tian laws,  it  cannot  be.  But  every  one,  who  has 
had  much  opportunity  of  seeing  Rabbinical 
Jews,  knows  that  divorce  is  practised  amongst 
them  with  a  facility  and  frequency  that  is 
astonishing.  But  this  is  not  the  question ; 
we  are  not  examining  Jewish  manners,  but 
the  modern  Jewish  religion ;  and  if  divorce 
had  never  been  practised,  we  should  still  pro- 
nounce  of  the  oral  law,  which  inculcates  such 
principles,  that  it  cannot  be  from  God;  and 
of  its  authors  that  they  were  bad  men,  or  they 
would  never  have  thus  trifled  with  God's  most 
holy  institution.  The  truth  is,  that  the  rab- 
bles were  altogether  ignorant  of  the  nature  of 
marriage  as  God  establislied  it.  They  not 
only  allow  divorce  on  the  most  trifling  pretext, 
but  they  sanction  the  practice  of  marrying 
for  a  given  length  of  time,  and,  when  that 
time  is  expired,  of  dissolving  the  marriage  by 
divorce. 

nrmn  c^si  Tcia"?  ^n^Sl'\  n\r?«  m«  «^*''  «"? 
:  -imo  w'D'b  nmx  xtLn^  h5in\r>  n'^nnn 

'•  A  man  must  not  marry  a  woman  with 
the  intention  of  divorcing  her ;  but,  if  he 
previously  inform  her  that  he  is  going  to 
marry  her  for  a  season,  it  is  lawful."  (Hilchoth 
Gittin  in  Even  Haezer,  1.)  Now  how  con- 
trary is  such  doctrine  to  the  express  words  of 
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Scripture.  "  This  is  bone  of  my  bones,  and 
flesh  of  my  flesh.  Therefore  shall  a  man  leave 
his  father  and  his  mother,  and  shall  cleave  unto 
his  wife,  and  they  shall  be  one  flesh."  (Gen.  ii. 
23.)  Here  Adam,  in  his  state  of  innocence,  pro- 
nounces that  the  tie  of  marriage  is  more  sacred 
and  more  binding,  than  even  that  v/hich 
exists  between  parent  and  child.  A  man 
may,  and  for  his  wife's  sake  shall,  forsake 
father  and  mother,  but  should  no  more  think 
of  separating  from  his  wife,  than  from  his 
own  bones  and  flesh.  Who  would  lightly 
think  of  parting  with  a  limb,  or  a  portion 
of  his  body  ?  Urgent,  indeed,  must  be  the 
necessity  that  will  induce  a  man  to  permit  the 
separation  of  a  portion  of  himself,  and  equally 
urgent  should  be  the  cause  that  should  move 
a  man  to  part  with  her  who  is  bone  of  his 
bone,  and  flesh  of  his  flesh.  Such  is  the 
Mosaic  doctrine  of  the  marriage  obligation ; 
but  so  little  did  the  rabbles  understand  it, 
that  they  permit  a  man  to  marry  for  a  week, 
a  month,  or  a  year  ;  and  when  that  season  is 
expired,  to  tear  asunder  the  sacred  ties,  and 
that  without  any  cause  whatever.  But  the 
evident  evil  that  must  result  from  the  Rab- 
binic doctrine  of  divorce  is  still  more  apparent 
from  the  first  sentence  of  the  passage  last 
quoted — ''■  A  man  must  not  marry  a  woman 
with  the  intention  of  divorcing  her."  These 
words  show  the  direct  tendency  of  the  doc- 
trine. When  power  is  given  to  a  man  to 
turn  out  his  wife  when  he  likes,  a  temptation 
is  at  once  held  out  to  the  evil-disposed  to 
marry  with  the  express  intention  of  divorcing. 
The  rabbies,  therefore,  find  it  necessary  to 
forbid  it ;  but  is  it  likely  that  this  prohibition 
will  have  much  force  in  the  eyes  of  a  man  who 
is  wicked  enough  to  form  the  intention  ? 
And  suppose  a  wicked  man  does  form  the 
intention,  and  execute  it,  what  remedy  has 
the  poor  injured  woman  ?  Thus  the  oral  law 
leaves  the  daughters  of  Israel  completely  at 
the  mercy  of  the  unprincipled,  and  places 
them  beyond  the  possibility  of  obtaining 
justice. 

But  the  cruelty  and  total  want  of  feeling 
which  the  oral  law  displays  and  teaches,  with 
regard  to  women,  appears  still  more  plainly 
from  the  following  extract:  — 

~ipDn  ^nn  t^^iu  n^  xirr  c^qdh  n:pn  m  nin 
"[D'd'j  •  rraiJi^  -noMj?  w^y  ny«  nn-i?  ]•"2^^t)b 
\'ii^  '  n'^^o  np-^um  h'^^dj^qt  n-in«  x-ciot  rtT^^r^ 
m-i  pi  HD  ]>x-i?  HDiri  '^D^2^  'a^i  "im«  ]'i"nQ 
N^ji  nm.^Di'":)  i2^t<T  -in.s  n^ii  D^^iiiujn  cr-  -nnb 

:  ni  72'^n'?T  -mnb  i"n  i3\yi 

"  If  a  man's  wife  should  become  deaf  and 
dumb,  he  gives  her  a  bill  of  divorce,  and  she 
is  divorced.  But  if  she  become  insane,  he  is 
not  to  send  her  forth  until  she  is  recovered: 


and  this  thing  is  an  ordinance  of  the  wise 
men,  that  she  should  not  become  a  prey  to 
the  immodest,  because  she  is  not  able  to  take 
care  of  herself.  The  husband,  therefore, 
leaves  her  where  she  is,  and  marries  another, 
and  gives  her  meat  and  drink  out  of  her  own 
property.  But  he  is  not  to  be  compelled  to 
give  her  food  and  raiment,  and  duty  of  mar- 
riage, for  it  is  not  in  the  power  of  a  sane  per- 
son to  dwell  in  one  house  with  the  insane. 
Neither  is  he  obligated  to  have  her  cured,  nor 
to  ransom  her.  But  if  he  should  divorce  her, 
then  she  is  divorced,  and  is  to  be  put  out  of 
his  house  :  and  he  is  not  obligated  to  return 
and  take  any  trouble  about  her."  (Hilchoth 
Girushin,  x.  23.)  Principles  more  contrary  to 
God's  Word,  and  to  the  common  feelings  of 
humanity,  were  never  inculcated  under  the 
name  of  religion.  We  have  been  astonished 
at  the  cruelty  with  which  the  oral  law  treats 
Gentiles — we  have  been  horrified  at  the  cool- 
ness with  which  it  speaks  of  splitting  open 
an  Amhaaretz — but  here  it  surpasses  itself, 
and  out-herods  Herod.  A  man  accustomed 
to  judge  of  his  duty  by  the  words  of  Moses 
and  the  prophets,  or  even  to  follow  the  dic- 
tates of  unsophisticated  nature,  would  con- 
clude that,  as  he  is  at  all  times  bound  to  love 
I  and  cherish  his  wife,  the  obligation  is  doubly 
imperative  in  case  of  sickness,  but  especially 
I  so  when  that  sorest  calamity  v/ith  which  human 
j  frailty  is  visited,  insanity,  attacks  the  partner 
i  of  his  life.  Then  it  is  th?t  the  man,  who  has 
one  spark  of  the  fear  of  God  or  of  the  love  of 
man,  will  show  all  his  tenderness,  watch  over 
j  the  sufterer  v/ith  all  care  and  anxiety,  and,  if 
j  necessary,  devote  all  his  worldly  goods  to 
!  minister  to  her  recovery.  No,  says  the  oral 
law,  when  the  wife  of  your  bosom  most  re- 
quires your  attention,  then  marry  another  : 
give  her  neither  food  nor  raiment,  and,  if  you 
please,  cast  her  out  of  your  house,  and  leave 
her  to  her  fate.  The  njost  charitable  con- 
clusion would  be,  to  suppose  that  the  men 
who  passed  off  such  sentiments  under  the 
mask  of  religion,  were  themselves  insane. 
But  what  are  we  to  think  of  Israel,  that  for 
eighteen  hundred  years  they  have  been  unable 
to  detect  so  manifest  an  imposture?  And 
what  are  we  to  think  of  Israel  at  present,  that 
they  sit  still  and  suffer  their  children  to  be 
deluded,  by  being  taught  that  this  most 
atrocious  system  of  inhumanity,  is  that  pure 
and  holy  religion  which  the  God  of  Israel  re- 
vealed to  Moses  ?  Let  not  any  Israelite  mis- 
take us.  We  do  not  mean  to  charge  such 
wickedness  upon  them.  The  Providence  of 
God  has  in  a  measure  delivered  them  from 
such  an  odious  yoke.  The  influence  of  Chris- 
tianity has  successfully  counteracted  the  full 
development  of  these  anti-human  principles. 
We  only  mean  to  direct  their  attention  to  the 
nature   of   that  religion  to  which  they  have 
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adhered  so  long ;  and  to  induce  them  to  con- 
sider what  would  be  the  state  of  the  world,  if 
Jesus  of  Nazareth  had  not  arisen  to  protest 
against  such  gross  corruptions,  and  to  assert 
the  truth.  Just  suppose  that  the  traditions 
had  triumphed.  The  universal  law  would 
then  be,  that  men  might  divorce  their  wives 
when  they  please,  and  in  the  time  of  their 
calamity  cast  them  forth  into  the  streets.  All 
the  bonds  of  natural  affection  would  be  rent 
asunder.  Conjugal  affection  would  cease, 
filial  duty  be  unknown — no  son  would  honour 
his  mother,  for  how  could  a  son  honour  the 
unhappy  being  whom  his  religion  pronounces 
unworthy  either  of  succour  or  compassion  in 
tlie  time  of  her  utmost  need?  If  such  prin- 
ciples had  attained  dominion,  mankind  would 
have  been  turned  into  a  race  of  fiends,  and  this 
earth  have  become  a  hell.  What,  then,  has 
stopped  all  this  misery?  Christianity,  and 
Christianity  alone.  It  teaches  very  different 
principles.  When  a  Christian  man  is  married, 
the  vow  which  he  is  required  to  make  is  this — 
"  Wilt  thou  have  this  woman  to  thy  wedded 
wife,  to  live  together  after  God's  ordinance  in 
the  holy  estate  of  matrimony  ?  Wilt  thou 
love  her,  comfort  her,  honour,  and  keep  her  in 
sickness  and  in  health ;  and,  forsaking  all 
other,  keep  thee  only  unto  her,  so  long  as  ye 
both  shall  live  ?"  This  is  the  doctrine  of  the 
New  Testament.  The  Pharisees  asked  the 
liord  Jesus,  "  Is  it  lawful  for  a  man  to  put 
away  his  wife  for  every  cause  ?  And  he  an- 
swered  and  said  unto  them,  Have  ye  not  read 
that  He  which  made  them  at  the  beginning 
made  them  male  and  female,  and  said,  for  this 
cause  shall  a  man  leave  father  and  mother, 
and  shall  cleave  to  his  wife,  and  they  twain 
shall  be  one  flesh  ?  wherefore  they  are  no 
more  twain,  but  one  flesh:  what,  therefore, 
God  hath  joined  together,  let  not  man  put 
asunder."  (Matt.  xix.  3—7.)  In  like  manner, 
Paul  teaches,  "  So  ought  men  to  love  their 
wives  as  their  own  bodies.  He  that  loveth  his 
wife loveth  himself."  (Ephes.  v.  28.)  And 
Peter  teaches  in  the  same  spirit,  "■  Likewise, 
ye  husbands,  dwell  with  them  according  to 
knowledge,  giving  honour  unto  the  wife,  as 
unto  the  weaker  vessel,  and  as  being  heirs 
together  of  the  grace  of  life,  th.at  your  prayers 
be  not  hindered."     (1  Peter  iii.  7.) 


Let  any  unprejudiced,  yea,  or  any  prejudiced, 
man,  if  he  have  only  the  use  of  his  senses, 
compare  these  two  doctrines,  and  say  which  is 
most  agreeable  to  the  will  and  character  of 
God,  as  revealed  in  the  Old  Testament — and, 
which  is  most  calculated  to  promote  the  hap- 
piness of  the  human  race.  The  combination 
of  mercy  and  justice  forms  a  striking  feature 
in  the  revealed  character  of  God,  but  is  there 
either  justice  or  mercy  in  the  laws  which  we 
have  just  considered  ?  The  happiness  of  the 
human  race  depends,  in  a  more  than  ordinary 
measure,  upon  the  right  organization  of  the  fa- 
mily relations :  but  how  can  there  be  any  such 
thing  as  domestic  order  or  peace,  so  long  as 
the  mother  is  looked  upon  as  belonging  to  an 
inferior  caste,  whom  it  is  permitted  at  any 
moment,  even  in  the  most  afflictive  of  all  visi- 
tations,  to  outlaw,  and  drive  forth  from  the 
family  circle  ?  The  uncontrolled  dominion 
of  the  oral  law  would  practically  annihilate 
all  the  sympathies  and  consolations  of  the 
domestic  constitution.  The  husband  could 
not  love  the  wife  whom  his  religion  teaches  to 
despise,  and  forbids  to  pity.  The  wife  could 
not  love  the  Vusband,  whom  she  must  suspect 
not  only  of  being  destitute  of  affection,  but 
devoid  of  pity;  and  from  whom  she  could 
only  expect  divorce  and  expulsion  in  the  hour 
of  calamity.  The  son  would  learn  to  despise 
his  mother,  whom  his  religion  marks  out  as  a 
fit  object  for  contempt,  and  a  suitable  victim 
for  the  exercise  of  cruelty.  The  mother,  cast 
out  by  her  own  partner,  would  not  even  have 
the  consolation  of  being  pitied  by  her  own 
children.  A  false  religion  would  have  taught 
them  that  this  unnatural  conduct  was  only 
obedience  to  the  Divine  will.  The  principles 
of  Christianity,  on  the  contrary,  produce  and 
protect  all  that  domestic  happiness  which  dis- 
tinguishes Christian  countries  from  the  rest  of 
the  world  ;  and  in  which  Jews  participate.  The 
influence  of  Christianity  has  prevented  that  mi- 
sery of  which  we  have  given  but  a  faint  outline. 
Can,  then,  the  Jews  deny  that  Christianity 
has  been,  and  is,  to  them  a  blessing  ?  or  that 
it  is,  in  its  principles  and  effects,  more  agree- 
able to  the  character  of  God,  and  more  pro- 
ductive of  human  happiness,  and  therefore 
more  excellent  and  more  true  than  modern 
Judaism. 
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Conscientious  adherence  to  the  dic- 
tates of  true  religion  is  one  of  the  noblest 
traits  that  can  adorn  the  human  character, 
and  this  trait  has  appeared  in  its  most 
vivid  light  in  not  a  few  of  tlie  Israelite  na- 
tion. Elijah  the  prophet,  for  instance,  is  a 
bright  example  of  religious  constancy.  At  a 
time  when  all  Israel  had  forsaken  the  true 
God,  and  zealously  professed  a  false  religion, 
neither  the  allurements  of  self-interest,  nor 
the  power  of  universal  example,  nor  the  na- 
tural desire  of  self-preservation,  could  draw 
him  aside  from  the  paths  of  truth  and  right- 
eousness. Daniel  and  his  three  friends  in 
Babylon  exhibit  the  same  unwavering  firm- 
ness in  the  assertion  of  truth.  Tlie  Royal 
dainties  could  not  prevail  upon  them  to  par- 
take  of  food  offered  to  idols.  The  fiery  fur- 
nace could  not  terrify  Hananiah,  Mishael, 
and  Azariah  to  commit  idolatry ;  the  lions' 
den  possessed  no  terrors  that  could  move  Da- 
niel to  omit  the  worship  of  his  God.  But  as 
constancy  for  the  truth  ennobles  and  adorns, 
in  the  very  same  degree  an  obstinate  persever- 
ance in  error  diminishes  from  man's  moral 
or  intellectual  value.  It  shows  either  that  his 
moral  perception  is  so  blunted  as  to  be  unable 
to  discern  between  truth  and  error,  or  his 
moral  taste  so  perverted  as  not  to  care  for  the 
difference — or  that  there  is  some  intellectual 
deficiency  which  renders  the  moral  powers 
inoperative.  It  leads  to  the  suspicion  that 
there  is  something  wrong  either  with  the  head 
or  the  heart.  There  is,  however,  a  class  of 
persons,  who  persevere  in  error,  not  because 
the  head  is  weak,  or  the  heart  sick,  but  be- 
cause  they  have  never  fairly  beheld  the  light 
of  truth.  They  have  grown  up  in  a  mist  of 
error,  and  circumstances  have  prevented  them 
from  emerging  into  a  purer  atmosphere.  To 
this  class,  we  would  hope,  the  professors  of 
modern  Judaism  belong.  That  they  have 
been  for  centuries  in  error  is  certain.  Many 
incontestable  proofs  of  this  have  been  already 
advanced;  The  Rabbinic  laws  concerning 
rnaTTttJ,  oi'  the  slaughtering  of  animals^  will 
add  another  link  to  the  chain  of  evidence.  The 
Rabbinists  have  an  idea  that  wherever  they 
may  be  wrong,  in  this  doctrine  they  are  in- 
fallibly in  the  right ;  and  yet,  if  the  force  of 
education  did  not  afford  some  aid,  it  would 
be  impossible  to  imagine  how  they  can  be 
deceived  by  a  doctrine  so  manifestly  false,  and 


so  entirely  devoid  of  Scriptural  foundation. 
In  the  first  place,  the  slaughtering  of  beasts 
is,  like  eating,  of  every-day  and  univers'-tl 
concernment— a  matter  that  affects  the  poor 
and  unlearned  as  much  as  the  studious  ;  and 
yet  the  Rabbinic  rules  are  so  many  and  so  in- 
tricate that  either  a  man  must  be  learned  him- 
self, or  employ  a  man  of  competent  learning, 
to  perform  this  business;  or,  he  must,  in 
spite  of  himself,  turn  Pythagorean  and  re- 
nounce the  use  of  animal  food.  The  oral  law 
gives  the  following  outline  of  what  is  to  be 
understood  by  the  word  rnD'HsT'  or  slaughter- 
ing :  — 
nm^  \r>-iQ7  yy^  ano  rmm  miQMn  n  ryr^'-y\ 

:  '"13")  "i^m-TDi  n73«i  i^ma 
"  It  is  absolutely  necessary  to  explain  the 
killing  (or  slaughterhig  mentioned  in  the  law), 
and  to  know,  in  what  part  of  the  beast  one 
slaughters — what  is  the  measure  of  the  slaugh- 
tering— with   what  implement  one  slaughters 

when — where — and  how   one  slaughters — 

what  things  they  are  which  invalidate  the  act 
of  slaughtering — and  who  is  permitted  to 
slaughter.  Concerning  all  these  things,  He 
has  commanded  us  in  the  law  where  it  is  said, 
'  Then  thou  shalt  kill  of  thy  herd  and  of 
thy  flock,  which  the  Lord  hath  given 
thee,  as  I  have  commanded  thee,  and  thou 
shalt  eat  in  thy  gates  whatsoever  thy 
soul  lusteth  after.'  (Deut.  xii.  21.)"  (Jad 
Hachazakah,  Hilchoth  Shechitah,  c.  i.  4.) 
Here  we  have  at  once  a  list  of  eight  par- 
ticulars, which  must  first  be  known,  but  then 
most  of  these  again  require  a  long  and  learned 
explanation ;  for  instance  the  first  is  thus 
defined  : — 

VTiW  IN  mirr  mj^i!?  hd^^di  noi'2?  norrnn 
mpo2  Tomm  nbyo"?  p\uoi  pryrir^  n«  'eum^rr 

:  roil  pDD  n^  nn  nta^nM)  mpoi  «b\» 
''  On  what  part  of  the  animal  is  the  slaugh- 
tering to  be  effected  ?     On  the  wind-pipe,  from 
the  edge  of   the  uvula  downwards  as  far  as 
O 
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the  top  of  the  extremity  of  the  lungs,  as  these 
parts  are  situated  when  the  beast  stretches  out 
its  neck  to  feed  :  this  is  the  place  of  the 
slaughtering  in  the  wind-pipe  ;  and  all  the 
part  outside  which  answers  to  this  place,  is 
called  the  neck.  If  the  beast  forces  itself,  and 
stretches  out  its  neck  much,  or  if  the  slaugh- 
terer  has  forced  the  sinews,  and  drawn  them 
upwards,  and  he  slaughters  at  the  right  part 
of  the  neck,  but  afterwards  it  is  found  that 
the  wind-pipe  or  the  oesophagus  is  not  cut  at 
the  right  place,  then  it  is  a  doubtful  case  of 
carrion."  (Ibid.  70  Ir>  like  manner,  the 
measure  of  the  slaughtering  is  accurately  de- 
fined, and  must  be  as  accurately  attended  to, 
or  else  the  slaughtering  must  be  considered 
unlawful,  and  then  it  becomes  unlawful  for 
the  Rabbinists  to  eat  it.  But  the  most  care 
is  required  in  examining  the  knife,  which  may 
be  of  any  material  that  will  cut,  on  condition 
that  there  be  no  gap  in  it. 
]^i2nr>u^  in  b^  mni  n^n  ^•a'2  rvn  d«  "^ix 
^^i-:h'■n•^    -invn    p-^p    Dbnrr    r\'-n    I'^^c^^i    ii 

!  rr'^iDQ 
"  But  if  there  be  anything  like  a  furrow 
in  the  edge  of  the  implement  wherewith  the 
slaughtering  is  effected,  even  though  the  fur- 
row be  the  least  possible,  the  slaughtering  is 
unlawful."  The  slaughterer  is  therefore  re- 
quired to  examine  the  knife  before  and  after 
the  act;  for  if  a  gap  be  found  in  it  after  the 
slaughtering,  it  is  doubtful  whether  the  beast 
is  not  to  be  considered  carrion. 

ini*  Q^n  nisi^  it<  mi-i  mom  Tom-ffln  yi'^b 

m723  pSD  '7Dn  nn  h'di^s  ]^dd  n«:jo:"i  n:"nnx  j 

"  Therefore  he  that  has  to  slaughter  many  j 
beasts  or  many  fowls,  must  examine  the  knife  j 
after  each  ;  for  if  he  does  not,  but  examines  [ 
at  the  end,   and  the  knife  is  found  to  have  a  I 
gap,  then  all  are  to  be  considered  as  doubtful  I 
carrion,  even  the  first."     (Ibid.  24.)     From 
these  few  particulars,  it    appears   that  great ! 
care,  and  not  a  little  study  and  practice,  are 
required  in  order  to  slaughter  an  animal  for 
food  according  to  the  oral  law,  and  that  it  is 
very  easy,  by  mistake  or  want  of  knowledge, 
to  make  the  meat  unfit  for   Rabbinic  eating  : 
but  then,  besides  all   this,  there  are  the  five 
circumstances  which  invalidate  the  slaughter- 
ing altogether. 

p  i'?«T  •  ]r\y2  nn«  bDi  nmnb  T\Ti:}'r\'^ii  mDbn 
np^i-i  rrOTun  'mbn  nom  -n'^rrttj 
"  There  are  five  things  which  invalidate  the 
slaughtering  :  and  the  most  important  thing 
respecting  the  constitutions  of  slaughtering  is, 
to  attend  to  each  one  of  them,  and  these  are 
they — 1st,  If  the  person  makes  a  stop  of  a 
certain  length  before  the  act  is  completed. 
2q,  If  the  throat  be  cut  at  a  single  blow,  as 
with  a  sword.    3d,  If  the   knife  enters  too 


deep,  and  is  hidden.  4th,  When  the  knife 
slips  up  or  down  from  the  right  place.  5th, 
When  the  wind -pipe  or  oesophagus  is  torn 
and  comes  out,  before  the  act  is  completed." 
(Ibid,  c  iii.)  These  five  essentials  of  Rab- 
binic slaughtering  lead  again  to  endless  ques- 
tions and  definitions;  so  that,  putting  all 
together,  it  is  much  to  be  doubted  whether  a 
beast  ever  was,  or  ever  will  be,  rightly  slaugh- 
tered according  to  the  oral  law.  And  yet 
these  things,  of  which  there  is  not  the  slight- 
est mention  in  the  Mosaic  law,  are  tied  like 
a  heavy  burden  about  the  necks  of  the  poor 
and  the  ignorant,  and  are  most  oppressive  to 
their  bodies  and  their  souls.  The  rich  may 
not,  perhaps,  feel  the  oppression,  but  the  poor 
sigh  and  groan  under  the  load ;  and  no  man 
considers  their  sorrow,  or  stretches  out  a 
hand  to  help  them.  In  the  first  place,  the 
intricacy  of  the  act  always  makes  Rabbinic 
meat  a  great  deal  dearer  than  other  meat,  so  that 
the  poor  man  and  his  family,  who  can  at  any 
time,  or  under  any  circumstances,  afford  to 
buy  but  little  food,  are  compelled  by  the  oral 
law  to  do  with  still  less,  and  in  many  cases  to 
do  without  it  altogether.  Let  any  one  visit 
the  haunts  of  the  poor  Jews  in  this  city,  or 
enter  their  abodes,  and  he  will  find  many  a 
wretched  family  pining  away  for  want  of 
proper  food  ;  and  yet  it  is  too  dear  to  procure 
a  sufficiency  ;  and  if  any  benevolent  Christian 
should  wish  to  assist  them,  offer  them  some  of 
his  own,  or  give  them  a  ticket  to  some  of 
those  institutions  which  distribute  meat  to  the 
poor,  the  starving  family  would  not  dare  to 
accept  it,  even  if  their  conscience  allowed 
them,  or  if  they  did,  would  inevitably  draw 
down  upon  themselves  a  storm  of  persecution, 
and  be  treated  as  if  they  had  committed  the 
greatest  crimes  :  yea,  if  the  oral  law  had 
power,  the  poor  starving  creatures,  that  had 
partaken  of  Christian  bounty,  would  be  flogged 
for  satisfying  the  wants  of  nature. 

nnVo^  npibi  nbi:  intD^nxD  pp  n^n  Vtd^t  hd^ 
:  innra  ^b^2^^  "p  ^^ipi  yova-^  n~nnn  ]o 
"  If  a  Gentile  slaughters,  even  though  he 
does  it  in  the  presence  of  an  Israelite,  with  a 
proper  knife,  his  slaughtering  is  carrion  ;  and 
he  that  eats  of  it  is  to  be  flogged  according 
to  the  written  law,  for  it  is  said,  '  And  one 
call  thee,  and  thou  eat  of  his  sacrifice.' 
(Exod.  xxxiv.  15.)"  Yea,  the  oral  law  goes  so 
far  as  to  extend  this  rule  even  to  the  case  of  a 
Gentile  who  is  not  an  idolater. 
f-2  iy\v  ir«tj  n:  VTDX">n  nni  i-n:  b^^^  -1121 

"  A  very  strong  fence  has  been  made  round 
this  matter,  so  that  the  slaughtering  even  of  a 
Gentile,  who  is  not  an  idolater,  is  carrion." 
(Ibid.,  c.  iv.  11,  12.)  It  is  hardly  necessary 
to  say,  that  the  above  quotation  from  the  oral 
law  is  now-a-days  altogether  out  of  place. 
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Moses  was  not  speaking  of  Christians  nor  of 
the  inhabitants  of  these  countries,  but  of  the 
nations  of  Canaan.  He  had  been  declaring 
the  words  of  the  Lord,  "  Behold,  I  drive  out 
before  thee  the  Amorite,  and  the  Canaanite, 
and  the  Hittite,  and  the  Perizzite,  and  the 
Jebusite."  And  then  adds,  "  Take  heed  to 
thyself,  lest  thou  make  a  covenant  with  the 
inhabitants  of  the  land,  and  they  go  a  whoring 
after  their  gods,  and  do  sacrifice  unto  their 
gods,  and  one  call  thee,  and  thou  eat  of  his 
sacrifice."  (Exod.  xxxiv.  11—15.)  So  then 
according  to  the  oral  law,  because  Moses  for- 
bade the  Israelites  to  partake  of  the  idolatrous 
sacrifices  of  the  Hivites  and  the  Jebusites,  a 
])Oor  famished  creature  here  in  London  is  not 
to  touch  Christian  meat,  nor  to  partake  of 
Christian  bounty.  A  more  cruel  or  oppres- 
sive law  could  hardly  have  been  devised.  It 
is  all  very  well  for  the  rich,  but  it  is  very  little 
short  of  murder  to  the  poor.  It  binds  their 
consciences  with  fetters  of  iron,  so  that  even 
when  relief  is  offered,  many  turn  from  good 
and  wholesome  food  sent  to  them  by  a  kind 
Providence  ;  and  if  a  spark  of  light  has  vi- 
sited the  mind  of  some  victim  of  poverty,  and 
he  thinks  it  lawful  to  bring  home  the  Chris- 
tian bounty  to  save  the  lives  of  his  starving 
children,  fear  prevents  him.  Perhaps  his 
wife  is  still  enveloped  in  all  the  darkness  of 
superstition,  and  would  spurn  the  proffered 
relief  as  an  unclean  thing,  or  perhaps  his 
children  might  innocently  betray  him,  and 
draw  down  all  the  weight  of  rabbinic  indigna- 
tion. A  grosser  insult  has  rarely  been  oifered 
to  the  Majesty  of  heaven,  than  to  call  good 
and  proper  food,  the  work  of  his  hands,  carrion. 
A  mistake  in  the  slaughtering,  an  ignorance 
of  the  rabbinic  art,  a  Gentile  hand,  is  to  be 
sufficient  to  turn  the  bounty  of  Almighty  God 
into  an  unclean  thing,  and  to  deprive  the  poor 
of  their  daily  food.  How  can  the  Jews  expect 
God's  blessing  so  long  as  this  state  of  things 
continues — how  can  they  be  surprised  if  poverty 
and  want,  and  wretchedness  and  scorn,  tread 
close  upon  their  heels,  when  they  themselves 
spurn  God's  bounty  from  them  with  disdain  ? 
As  nations  deal  with  God  and  his  word,  so  he 
deals  with  them,  mon  mo,  measure  for  mea- 
sure ;  and  therefore,  so  long  as  the  oral  law 
teaches  them  to  scorn  his  bounty,  and  to  de- 
prive the  poor  of  their  food— so  long  as  the 
cries  of  the  poor  ascend  and  enter  into  the  ears 
of  the  Lord  of  Hosts,  so  long  must  they 
expect  to  feel  the  rod  of  his  indignation.  The 
tiiines  of  ignorance  and  superstition  God 
winked  at ;  but  those  times  have  passed 
away.  Good  or  bad,  there  is  a  stir  in  the 
world— there  is  a  shaking  of  all  old  opinions, 
true  and  false ;  and  from  its  effects  the  Jews 
have  not  escaped.  There  are  many  who,  for 
themselves  and  their  famihes,  have  renounced 
Rabbinism— who  eat  Gentile  food,  and  know 


that  in  doiftg  so  they  commit  no  sin.  These 
are  the  persons  who  are  most  guilty  in  looking 
upon  the  misery  of  their  poor  brethren  without 
pity  or  concern,  and  without  an  effort  to  de- 
I  liver  them.  The  rabbinic  zealot  who  would 
I  persecute  his  brother  for  eating  meat  not 
[  slaughtered  according  to  rabbinic  precept  is 
j  in  comparison  innocent.  He  conscientiously 
thinks  that  he  is  doing  right ;  but  for  the 
man,  who  himself  openly  transgresses  the  oral 
law,  and  yet  sees  the  faces  of  his  brethren 
ground  by  that  system,  without  a  sentiment 
of  pity,  there  is  no  excuse.  If  he  had  the 
common  feelings  of  humanity,  he  v/ould  rise 
up,  fearless  of  all  consequences,  and  cry  out 
with  all  his  might  against  those  principles 
which  have  been  and  are  the  curse  of  his 
nation.  He  would  stand  forth  as  the  advocate 
and  defender  of  the  poor — yea,  and  he  would 
have  God's  blessing.  But  so  long  as  this 
class  of  anti-rabbinic  Jews  remain  silent, 
whether  from  fear  or  from  interest,  or  from 
i  indifference,  let  them  not  boast  of  their  supe- 
rior light.  Let  them  not  look  with  self-com- 
placency on  the  poor  victims  of  superstition. 
They  are  themselves  less  respectable  and  more 
guilty.  They  are  conniving  at  what  they  know 
to  be  falsehood.  Tliey  are  with  their  eyes 
open  consenting  to  oppression  and  starvation. 
They  are,  by  their  silence,  helping  to 
strengthen  and  confirm  a  system  of  anti-social 
intolerance,  which  has  been  the  source  of  all 
the  calamities  which  their  nation  has  endured 
for  eighteen  centuries.  Wiiat  can  be  more 
pernicious  than  to  teach  the  ignorant  that  the 
food  which  their  neighbours  eat  is  carrion,  so 
unfit  for  the  nourishment  of  a  nibbinist  that 
he  ought  to  die,  and  suflTer  his  family  to 
die  of  want,  rather  than  eat  it  ?  Is  it 
likely  to  produce  kindly  feeling  on  either 
side,  considering  that  the  mass  of  man- 
kind is  not  actuated  by  the  dictates  of 
reason  or  the  precepts  of  the  Bible  ? 
On  the  one  side  it  is  likely  to  produce  proud 
contempt,  and  on  the  other  a  spirit  of  retalia- 
tion. Every  Jew  that  wishes  well  to  his 
nation,  and  knows  that  these  Rabbinic  princi- 
ples are  false,  is  bound  to  protest  against  them. 
He  ought  not  to  be  a  poor  selfish  thing,  insen- 
sible to  the  wants  and  the  sufferings  of  others, 
but  should  do  what  in  him  lies,  to  assert  what 
he  knows  to  be  the  truth.  And  is  it  neces- 
sary to  remind  such  of  the  misery  which  these 
Rabbinic  principles  are  still  working  in  every 
part  of  the  world  ?  Here  in  London  the 
poor  are  suffering.  In  the  various  towns 
of  England  many  Jews  are  suflTering.  In 
some  places  a  single  Jewish  family  is  found, 
generally  poor,  and  the  father  ignorant  of  the 
Rabbinic  art  of  slaughtering:  such  persons 
are  compelled  to  abstain  altogether  from 
animal  food,  or  to  do  violence  to  their  con- 
science.   The  poor  Jews  who  go  out  to  the 
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colonies  to  seek  employment  are  in  the  same 
case,  and  are  precluded  from  taking  such 
situations  as  require  them  to  partake  of  the 
food  of  their  employers.  Even  if  they  can 
buy  an  animal,  they  are  not  allowed  to  kill  it 
for  themselves. 

v^^  win  wb  •  in!D''mro  "jiDxb  iiDi^  ^'o•2'$  yib  lo^i 

:  minn  hdd  im^  y^'o  nn3 
"  If  an  Israelite  does  not  know  the  five 
things  which  invalidate  the  act  of  slaughter- 
ing, as  we  have  explained,  and  slaughters  by 
himself,  it  is  unlawful  to  eat  of  his  slaughter- 
ing, both  for  himself  and  others  ;  for  this  case 
is  much  the  same  as  that  of  doubtful  carrion, 
and  he  that  eats  of  it  a  quantity  equal  to  an 
olive,  is  to  be  flogged  with  the  flogging  of  re- 
bellion." (Ibid.,  c.  iv.)  Such  is  the  mercy  of 
the  oral  law,  and  such  its  justice.  It  pu- 
nishes  the  eating  of  what  God  has  allowed, 
with  the  same  severity  that  it  would  visit  a 
grave  crime.  It  makes  no  provision  for  those 
numerous  cases  of  distress  which  we  have 
mentioned.  "Whether  one  of  its  disciples  has 
or  has  not  food,  it  never  considers.  Without 
reflection  and  without  mercy  it  sentences  every 
one,  who  eats  meat  not  rabbinically  slaugh- 
tered, to  be  flogged.  But,  besides  the  cruelty, 
what  is  the  eflfect  upon  the  minds  of  its  votaries  ? 
It  teaches  them  that  to  transgress  this  mere 
human  observance  is  a  sin  of  the  deepest  die, 
more  dreadful  far  than  many  which  G  od  has  for- 
bidden. A  Rabbinist  would  be  more  grieved 
to  hear  that  his  son  had  transgressed  the  law 
of  slaughtering,  than  to  find  that  he  had  been 
guilty  of  falsehood.  Its  tendency  is  directly 
to  draw  oiF  the  mind  from  the  weightier 
matters  of  the  law,  judgment,  justice,  and 
mercy,  and  to  flatter  the  ill-informed  that 
they  are  good  Jews,  if  only  they  abstain  from 
meat  not  slaughtered  according  to  Rabbinic 
art. 

Let  not  any  Jew  imagine  that  we  wish  him 
lightly  to  transgress  the  law  of  Moses,  or  to 
eat  of  food  which  the  law  of  God  has  for- 
bidden.  We  now  speak  of  that  which  Moses 
has  allowed.  If  a  Jew  should  see  meat 
offered  to  idols,  or  be  invited  to  partake  of  an 
idolatrous    feast,    let   him   abstain— let   him 


refuse,  and  protest  as  strongly  as  he  will  and 
can  against  the  sinfulness  of  such  conduct. 
But  where  does  Moses  forbid  the  poor  to  par- 
take of  meat  slaughtered  by  a  Gentile  wor- 
shipper of  the  true  God,  or  by  an  Israelite 
who  has  not  learned  the  Rabbinic  art  ?  Cer- 
tainly not  in  that  passage  to  which  the  oral 
law  refers.  Moses  gives  a  general  permission 
to  every  Israelite,  without  exception,  to  kill 
and  eat.  "  Notwithstanding  thou  mayest 
kill  and  eat  flesh  in  all  thy  gates,  whatsoever 
thy  soul  lusteth  after,  according  to  the  bless- 
ing of  the  Lord  thy  God  which  he  hath  given 
thee."  (Deut.  xii.  15.)  He  makes  no  men- 
tion  of  any  mysteries  connected  with  the  art 
of  slaughtering,  the  ignorance  of  which  would 
disqualify.  Why  then  should  a  Jew  be  pre- 
vented from  doing  what  Moses  has  allowed— 
wliy  should  he  be  flogged  with  the  flogging  of 
rebellion,  or  avow  that  that  mode  and  measure 
of  punishment  is  impracticable— why  should 
he  be  persecuted  for  satisfying  the  cravings  of 
nature,  and  endeavouring  to  supply  the  wants 
of  his  family  ?  There  is  not  room  now  to 
show  fully  how  groundless  the  Rabbinic  com- 
mands are  ;  but  the  one  fact  of  their  cruelty 
and  oppression  of  the  poor  is  sufficient  to  show 
that  they  are  not  from  God.  Is  it  possible 
that  any  man  in  his  senses  can  believe  that 
God  would  sentence  a  poor  famishing  creature 
to  be  flogged  without  mercy  for  doing  what 
the  letter  of  the  law  allows  him  to  do  ?  or, 
that  that  All- wise  Being,  who  foresees  and 
foreknows  all  things,  would  give  a  system  of 
laws  respecting  food,  which  must  expose  a 
large  portion  of  his  chosen  people  to  want  and 
starvation  ?  The  worshippers  of  some  cruel 
heathen  deity  might  possibly  be  led  to  believe 
such  things,  but  the  disciple  of  Moses  and  the 
Prophets  knows  that  God  is  a  God  of  mercy. 
Let,  then,  every  one  who  has  got  the  sacred 
books  contrast  their  "doctrines  with  those  of 
the  rabbles.  But,  above  all,  let  those  Israelites, 
who  reject  the  Rabbinic  laws  concerning  the 
slaughtering  of  meat,  show  that  they  have  not 
done  it  from  levity  nor  indifference,  but  upon 
principle.  Let  them  explain  to  their  brethren 
the  reasons  and  the  motives  by  which  they 
are  actuated,  and  let  them  protest,  by  word 
and  deed,  against  such  cruelty,  oppression, 
and  intolerance. 


London: — Sold  at  the  London  Society's  Office,  Ifi,  Exeter-hall,  Strand  ;  by  James  Duncan,  Pafernoster- 
row;  and  by  B.Werthein],57,  Aldersgate  streit.  This  publication  may  be  had  by  applying  at  No.  5, 
No.  7,  or  No.  13,  Palestine-place,  Bethnal-green;  also  at  No.  10,  New-street,  Bishopsgate-street. 


Macintosh,  Printer,  20,  Great  New-street,  London. 


THE  OLD  PATHS."-Jer.  vi.  16. 


Number  50.] 


FRIDAY,  DECEMBER  23,  1836. 


[Price  One-Penny. 


This  season  of  the  year  naturally  draws 
away  our  thoughts  from  the  subject  last  under 
consideration,  and  reminds  us  of  a  remark- 
able difference  between  Jews  and  Christians. 
The  latter  are  now  about  to  commemorate  the 
birth  of  the  Messiah.  In  two  days  more  the 
voice  of  praise  and  thanksgiving  will  ascend 
to  the  Creator  and  Preserver  of  men  from  every 
part  of  the  world.  On  the  frozen  shores  of 
Labrador,  and  the  glowing  plains  of  Hin- 
dostan — in  the  isles  of  the  sea,  and  on  the 
continents  of  the  old  and  new  worlds,  mil- 
lions of  Christians  will  lift  up  their  hands  and 
voices  to  thank  the  God  of  heaven  for  his  un- 
speakable gift,  and  this  shall  be  the  burden 
of  their  song,  "  Unto  us  a  child  is  born, 
unto  us  a  son  is  given  :  and  the  government 
shall  be  upon  his  shoulder :  and  his  name 
shall  be  called  Wonderful,  Counsellor,  the 
mighty  God,  the  everlasting  Father,  the 
Prince  of  Peace."  (Isaiah  ix.  6.)  But 
amongst  the  followers  of  the  oral  law  not  a 
sound  of  sympathy  will  be  heard.  Not  a 
single  heart  will  beat  with  joy,  not  a  tongue 
offer  up  the  tribute  of  praise.  Here  is  a  great 
and  striking  difference,  that  should  naturally 
lead  both  Jew  and  Christian  to  inquire,  Who 
is  in  the  right :  Those  who  believe  that 
Messiah  is  born,  and  joy  in  the  remembrance 
of  his  nativity ;  or,  those  who  refuse  to  join 
in  the  general  rejoicing,  and  deny  that  the 
Redeemer  has  appeared  ?  The  question  is, 
Whether  there  is  reason  to  believe  that  the 
Messiah  was  born  eighteen  hundred  years  ago  ? 
and  there  are  several  ways  in  which  it  can  be 
satisfactorily  answered.  An  appeal  may  be 
made  to  the  predictions  contained  in  the  Old 
Testament,  or  to  the  evidence  for  the  truth 
of  the  Christian  Scriptures — or,  it  may  be 
shown  that  the  Jewish  rabbles  have  plainly 
confessed  that  the  time  for  the  birth  and  ap- 
pearance  of  the  Messiah  is  long  since  past ; 
and  this  is  the  mode  which  we  shall  adopt 
at  present.  The  Jews  now  deny  that  Mes- 
siah is  come,  and  consequently  believe  that 
Christians  are  mistaken  as  to  the  time  of  his 
appearing.  If  they  had  always  said  so — if 
they  had  always  assigned  a  time  for  the  coming 
of  Messiah  different  from  that  in  which 
Christians  think  the  IMessiah  was  born,  their 
present  assertion  would  have  at  least  the  merit 
of  consistency,  and  the  Jews  of  the  present 
day  might  urge  that  their  present  belief  has 


been  inherited  from  their  fathers,  and  that 
Christians  have  adopted  a  notion  unknown  to 
the  nation  at  large.  But,  if  it  should  appear 
that  the  ancient  Jews  expected  the  coming  of 
Messiah  at  the  very  time,  when,  as  Christians 
say,  he  did  actually  come,  then  the  ancient 
Jews  testify  that  Christians  are  in  the  right, 
and  that  modern  Jews  are  in  the  wrong,  and 
this  is  really  the  state  of  the  case.  In  the 
first  place,  the  Talmud  contains  a  general 
declaration  that  the  time  is  long  since  past. 

"  Rav  says,  The  appointed  times  are  long 
since  past"  (Sanhedrin,  fol.  97»  col.  2),  where 
it  is  to  be  noted  that  the  word  yj  is  taken 
from  Daniel,  and  literally  signifies  "  End," 
as  it  is  said, 

:  m«'7Dn  yp  'no  nj? 

"  How  long  shall  it  be  to  the  end  of  these 
wonders;"  and  again, 

"  But  go  thou  thy  way  till  the  end  be, 
for  thou  shah  rest,  and  stand  in  thy  lot  at  the 
end  of  the  days."  (Daniel  xii.  6—13.)  Rav 
was  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  period  ap- 
pointed by  Daniel  the  prophet  was  past.  But 
is  it  possible  to  believe  that  the  God  of  truth 
would  suffer  the  time,  which  he  had  ap- 
pointed, to  pass  away  without  accomplishing 
what  he  had  promised  ?  When  the  time 
which  God  had  fixed  for  the  deliverance  from 
Egypt  had  arrived,  not  a  single  day  was  lost. 
"It  came  to  pass  at  the  end  yp  of  the  four 
hundred  and  thirty  years,  even  the  self- same  day, 

!  mn  cvrr  c^i-i 
it  came  to  pass,  that  all  the  hosts  of  the  Lord 
went  out  from  the  land  of  Egypt."  (Exod. 
xii.  41.)  When  the  period  fixed  for  the  re- 
turn from  Babylon  was  come,  we  read,  "  In 
the  first  year  of  Cyrus,  King  of  Persia  (that 
the  word  of  the  Lord  by  the  mouth  of  Jere- 
miah might  be  accomplished),  the  Lord 
stirred  up  the  spirit  of  Cyrus  king  of  Persia, 
that  he  made  a  proclamation  through  all  his 
kingdom."  (2  Chron.  xxxvi.  22.)  And  can 
we  think  that  the  Lord  God,  who  so  gra- 
ciously fulfilled  his  word  on  these  occasions, 
should  break  it  with  reference  to  the  coming 
of  the  Messiah  ?  Rav  is  either  right  or  wrong. 
If  he  be  right,  then  the  time  fixed  by  God 
is  long  since  past,  and  as  God  cannot  break 
his  word,  the  Messiah  must  have  come  long 
since.     But  if,  to  get  out  of  a  difficulty,  the 
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Rabbinists  s;iy,  that  Rav  was  wrong,  then 
we  have  another  proof  that  no  reliance  is  to 
be  placed  on  the  doctors  of  the  oral  law  ; 
indeed  we  have  a  proof  that  the  Rabbinists 
themselves  do  not  believe  it,  except  when  they 
like ;  and  that  therefore  they  are  not  tho- 
roughly in  earnest  about  their  religion. 

But,  secondly,  the  ancient  Jews  not  only 
believed  that  the  time  for  the  coming  of  the 
Messiah  was  past ;  they  also  fixed  the  exact 
period. 
'311?  iid:^  '•^r^  i^w  D^sbx  n^^'i?  in^bx  m  x^n 

"  Tradition  of  the  school  of  Elijah.  The 
world  is  to  stand  six  thousand  years.  Two 
thousand,  confusion.  Two  thousand,  the  law. 
Two  thousand,  the  days  of  Messiah."  (San- 
hedrin,  fol.  97,  col.  1.)  Upon  which  Rashi 
remarks — 

:  "j^^TuU^Q  mir-iTi  '^tDn  rrrttJirr  m^br^  nbam 
"  After  the  two  thousand  years  of  the  law, 
according  to  the  decree,  Messiah  ought  to  have 
come,  and  the  wicked  kingdom  ?;hould  have 
been  destroyed,  and  Israel's  state  of  servitude 
should  have  been  ended."  Here,  then,  it  is 
expressly  stated,  that  JMessiah  ought  to  have 
come  at  the  end  of  the  fourth  thousand  years, 
that  is,  according  to  the  Jewish  reckoning, 
fifteen  hundred  and  ninety-seven  years  ago ; 
or,  according  to  the  Christian  reckoning,  about 
eighteen  hundred  and  thirty-six  years  ago — 
that  is,  at  the  very  time  when  Jesus  of  Naza- 
reth did  appear.  We  do  not  quote  this  tradi- 
tion, because  we  believe  that  it  is  really  a 
tradition  of  the  school  of  Elijah,  but  to  show 
what  was  the  opinion  of  the  more  ancient 
Jews,  and  this  it  certainly  does.  If  the  ge- 
neral expectation  of  the  Jews  at  that  time  had 
not  been  that  Messiah  was  to  appear  at  the  end 
of  the  four  thousand  years,  this  tradition, 
whether  genuine  or  forged,  could  never  have 
obtained  currency  nor  belief.  If  it  be  a 
genuine  tradition  from  Elijah,  then  the  Mes- 
siah is  certainly  come.  But  if  it  be  fictitious, 
then  it  shows  the  general  belief  of  the  Jews  at 
the  time,  and  in  every  case  proves  that  the 
modern  Jews  do  not  hold  the  doctrines  of 
their  forefathers,  but  have  got  a  new  doctrine 
of  their  own.  And  it  further  shows,  that 
Christians  do  not  hold  any  new  or  peculiar 
opinion  about  the  time  of  Messiah's  coming, 
but  that  they  believe  as  the  ancient  Jews  be- 
lieved, that  the  end  of  the  fourth  thousand 
years  is  the  right  time  of  I\Iessiah's  coming. 

The  only  anstver  that  the  Jews  have,  is, 
that  the  promise  of  Messiah's  coming  was  con- 
ditional  upon  their  repentance,  but  that  eva- 
sion has  been  long  since  refuted  in  the  Talmud 
as  contrary  to  Scripture. 
]^W3:  na"i\rn  ]''xdvj  S«^^>  c«  ^^dix  -ii^^^k  >n-i 
;^\yi2?  ]^N  D«  rujin'  'i  V'a  ybi^:}:  ya  Mib  ui^^ 


'bx  niTc  -\ox3  "113  «bn"i  y-ijin'  '-ib  nii'^b^  '^ 
'D2«  '3  -\Qi<:  -I2D  «bn"i  rMJin^  '-i  b"«  DD'b«  nniu^T 
n'i^T  Trn  in.^  nDn«  T^npb-)  nDn«  Thi'i 
i^bm  nwbi^  '-i  ib  -^^^  |V!?  DDn«  ^nxim  nnsiDOD 
?^in>  'i  lb  -m«  pi-ojin  nn^n  nivi-n  not<o  -iiD 
bi^TC'  bkSi:i  ''^  ~ioi^  HD  i^«:  iin  xbm  "iir'b«  Sb 
D^Dbo  D^b-ci)2  lyjb  n:  ii\-iob  'i:3D  nnb  ^xD^-\p^ 
"113  h5bm  iw'bx  '"I  lb  "id«  "nnn\u''T  cn^  lopi  \v}-(> 
^$1li^r\'  'i-i  ib  "rois'  iwn  ^b^<  bh5-i'vD'  iimti  ds^  ^o^: 
"iic«  Qnin  ^uiib  lu^sn  n.^  rDir.sT  nrji^D  in  «bm 
D'D'cn  biS  "ib^o^i  '\yr2'<  D-n  "i^^^n  'Q^ob  bi^'oa 
mbin  ^:?m  cnyio  iriob  ^d  nbi^?  '•ni  rid 
'"I  pntJi  '^y^   nb«  bD  m^bDn  xoMp  cy  t  v^^ 

:  n^r^b« 
"  R.  Eliezer  said,  if  Israel  do  repentance 
they  will  be  redeemed,  but,  if  not,  they  will 
not  be  redeemed.  R.  Joshua  replied,  If  they 
do  not  repent  they  will  not  be  redeemed : 
but  God  will  raise  up  to  them  a  king 
whose  decrees  shall  be  as  dreadful  as 
Haman,  and  then  Israel  will  repent,  and 
thus  he  will  bring  them  back  to  what  is  good. 
Another  tradition.  R.  Eliezer  said.  If  Israel 
do  repentance,  they  shall  be  redeemed,  for  it 
is  said,  '  Turn,  O  backsliding  children ;  I 
will  heal  your  backsliding.'  R.  Joshua  re- 
plied, But  was  it  not  said  long  since,  '  Ye 
have  sold  yourselves  for  nought ;  and  ye  shall 
be  redeemed  without  money.'  (Isaiah  lii.  3.) 
Where  the  words  '  sold  for  nought '  means, 
for  idolatry  ;  and  the  words  '  redeemed  with- 
out money,'  signify,  not  for  money  and  good 
works.  R.  Eliezer  then  said  to  R.  Joshua, 
But  has  it  not  been  said  long  since,  '  Return 
unto  me,  and  I  will  return  unto  you.' 
(Mai.  iii.  7.)  R.  Joshua  replied,  But  has  it 
not  been  said  long  since,  '  1  am  married  unto 
you,  and  I  will  take  you  one  of  a  city,  and 
two  of  a  family,  and  I  will  bring  you  to  Zion.' 
(Jer.  iii.  14.)  R.  Eliezer  said.  But  has  it 
not  been  written  long  since,  '  In  returning  and 
rest  ye  shall  be  saved.'  (Isaiah  xxx.  15.) 
R.  Joshua  replied  to  R.  Eliezer,  But  has  it 
not  been  said  long  since,  '  Thus  saith  the 
Lord,  the  Redeemer  of  Israel,  and  his  Holy 
One,  to  him  whom  man  despiseth,  to  him 
whom  the  nation  abhorreth,  to  a  servant  of 
rulers,  kings  shall  see  and  arise,  princes  also 
shall  worship.'  (Isaiah  xlix.  7-)  R.  Eliezer 
said  to  him  again,  But  has  it  not  been  said 
long  since,  '  If  thou  wilt  return,  O  Israel, 
return  unto  me.'  (Jer.  iv.  1.)  To  which  R. 
Joshua  replied,  But  has  it  not  been  written 
long  since,  '  I  heard  the  man  clothed  in  linen, 
which  was  upon  the  waters  of  the  river,  when 
he  held  up  his  right  hand  and  bis  left  hand 
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unto  heaven,  and  sware  by  Him  that  liveth 
for  ever,  that  it  shall  be  for  a  time  and  times 
and  half  a  time ;  and  when  he  shall  have 
accomplished  to  scatter  the  power  of  the  holy 
people,  all  these  things  shall  be  finished.' 
Whereupon  R.  Eliezer  was  silent."  Here 
then,  on  the  showing  of  the  Talmud  itself, 
the  opinion  that  the  coming  of  the  JMessiah  is 
dependent  upon  Israel's  repentance,  is  false ; 
and  consequently  it  is  true,  that  Messiah  was 
to  come  unconditionally  at  the  time  appointed ; 
and  therefore,  as  the  time  is  long  since  past, 
the  Messiah  must  have  come.  But  the  ancient 
rabbies  do  not  leave  us  to  reason  upon  their 
words ;  on  the  contrary,  they  tell  us  expressly 
that  Messiah  was  born  about  the  time  that  the 
temple  was  destroyed.  In  the  Jerusalem 
Talmud  R.  Judan  tells  us  a  story  of  a  Jew 
who  actually  went  and  saw  him. 
nw  m  ai\)  mm  \^?nn>  nni  mn  nii"i2? 
-la  y'«  -rsbp  youjT  "2T3?  in  -iij>  nmp  rnmin 
inn  xm  i:p:p  n^i  "j-nn  n^  'xiv  -12  't<nv 
\^iv  ^«iv  -11  V'ii  •  m3"on  'p-i  nw  •  'xDip^-o  n^i 
•  xn^MJQ  kSD'ro  yy  xm  y2p:ip  '^m\:^  ~[nin  -nicp 

ND^o  DTI  p  y'«  •  «in  p  p  r\'b  'd«  •  n^pin 
:  nnm  en''?  nui 
"  It  happened  once  to  a  certain  Jew,  who 
was  standing  ploughing,  that  his  cow  lowed 
before  him.  A  certain  Arab  was  passing  and 
heard  its  voice;  he  said,  O  Jew,  O  Jew  ! 
unyoke  thine  ox,  and  loose  thy  plough-share, 
for  the  temple  has  been  laid  waste.  It  lowed 
a  second  time,  and  he  said,  O  Jew,  O  Jew  ! 
yoke  thine  oxen,  and  bind  on  thy  plough- 
shares, for  King  Messiah  is  born.  The  Jew 
said,  What  is  his  name  ?  Menachem.  He 
asked  further,  What  is  the  name  of  his  father  ? 
The  other  replied,  Hezekiah.  H  e  asked  again, 
Whence  is  he  ?  The  other  said.  From  the 
Royal  residence  of  Bethlehem  of  Judah. " 
(Berachoth,  fol.  5,  col.  1.)  The  story,  then, 
goes  on  to  tell  us  how  he  went  and  saw  the 
child,  but  when  he  called  the  second  time,  the 
mother  told  him  that  the  winds  had  carried 
the  child  away.  We  are  quite  willing  to 
grant  that  this  story  is  a  fable.  We  do  not 
quote  it  because  we  give  it  the  slightest  degree 
of  credit,  but  simply  to  show  that  the  more 
ancient  Jews  were  so  fully  persuaded  thai 
the  right  time  of  iMessiah's  advent  was  past, 
that  they  readily  believed  also  that  he  was 
actually  born.  The  Babylonian  Talmud, 
also,  evidently  takes  for  granted  that  Messiah 
is  born,  as  appears  from  the  following  legend  : 

«rni>»  y'«  Tfv  p  ]^^y2'^  n-n  Kni5?m  ^nrr-Dx 
rujim  '-\  -ra«  nin  ]"ns>?  hijt  □«  y'«  \it<i  ^•ob:pb 
'.i«  nr)\y  V'ii  'TOn^  'y  b^p^  'n^«i  c^2t)  'ii  ]i 
snn'cx  2TV  ii:y^n^  nnnb  n^y'-'i?  ^t  y'«  n>\ra 
pi3i  Q^K';!n  ')l^D  ''21'  'T2  yn'  h^d^'D  'xoi  >m-n 
-irD«  nn  Tnxi  in  'r^  in'«  «rai  ini  tdni  n^ 
my»D  71'-}  iTD!^  ■n''27i  btii  3Dr.s  s!?i  ^m'^  soyi 


y'«  'xrb  -11  ybi'  ciVc  'n-'b  -ra«  m^Di  ^n  yb^' 
',  nrn  r\'b  "io«  ^^2  ti^  n^'«b 
"  R.  Joshua,  the  son  of  Levi,  found  Elijah 
standing  at  the  door  of  the  cave  of  R.  Simeon 
ben  Jochai,  and  said  to  him.  Shall  I  arrive  at 
the  world  to  come?  He  replied,  If  this  Lord 
will.  R.  Joshua,  the  son  of  Levi,  said,  I  see 
two,  but  I  hear  the  voice  of  three.  He  also 
asked,  When  will  Messiah  come?  Elijah 
replied,  Go,  and  ask  himself.  R.  Joshua 
then  said,  Where  does  he  sit  ?  At  the  gate  of 
Rome.  And  how  is  he  to  be  known  ?  He  is 
sitting  amongst  the  poor  and  sick,  and  they 
open  their  wounds  and  bind  them  up  again 
all  at  once  :  but  he  opens  only  one,  and  then 
he  opens  another,  for  he  thinks,  perhaps  I 
may  be  wanted,  and  then  I  must  not  be  de- 
layed. R.  Joshua  went  to  him  and  said, 
Peace  be  upon  thee,  my  master  and  my  Lord, 
He  replied,  Peace  be  upon  thee,  son  of  Levi, 
The  rabbi  then  asked  him,  When  will  my 
Lord  come  ?  He  replied.  To-day  (alluding  to 
the  words  of  the  Psalm,  To-day,  if  ye  will 
hear  his  voice)."  (Sanhedrin,  fol.  98,  col.  1.) 
This  is  evidently  a  fiction,  and  a  proof  how 
little  those  doctors  regarded  truth  ;  but  it 
shows  that  he  who  invented  it,  and  those  who 
received  it,  all  equally  believed  that  I^Iessiah 
was  born,  and  ready  waiting  to  come  forth 
for  the  redemption  of  Israel.  It  does,  indeed, 
confirm  the  common  idea,  that  Messiah's 
advent  depends  upon  the  repentance  of  Israel, 
for  it  makes  the  Messiah  say  that  he  would 
come  this  very  day,  if  Israel  would  only  hear 
his  voice.  But  if  the  Messiah  may  any  day, 
when  they  repent,  come  and  save  Israel,  then 
it  is  plain  that  he  must  have  been  born  long 
since.  The  testimony  of  the  ancient  Jews, 
then,  goes  to  establish  these  points — First, 
That  the  time  for  Messiah's  advent  has  been 
long  past  ;  Secondly,  That  the  end  of  the 
fourth  thousand  years  was  the  time  when  he 
ought  to  have  come  ;  and.  Thirdly,  That  at 
that  time  he  did  really  come  ;  for  about  that 
time,  they  say,  he  was  born  in  Bethlehem  of 
Judah.  Fourth,  That  he  was  taken  into 
Paradise,  as  Rashi  explains  the  gate  of  Rome 
to  mean  the  gate  of  Paradise  opposite  Rome ; 
and.  Fifthly,  That  he  is  waiting  to  return  to 
this  earth  for  the  redemption  of  his  people. 
Now  who  is  there  that  does  not  see  at  once, 
that  this  agrees  in  the  main  with  the  Christian 
doctrine?  We  believe  that,  at  the  end  of  the 
fourth  thousand  years,  the  Messiah  was  born, 
and  at  this  season  of  the  year  we  rejoice  at  the 
remeinbrance  of  the  Saviour's  birth.  The 
Jews  refuse  to  join  with  us,  but  who  has  the 
greatest  show  of  right?  Not  now  to  speak 
of  the  prophecies,  and  of  the  historical  evi- 
dence  which  we  have,  we  have  the  testimony 
even  of  our  opponents  to  show  that  we  are  in 
the  right.  The  most  ancient  Rabbinical 
writinsrs  unanimously  confess,  that  the  time 


200 


is  past,  and  that  the  IMessiah  has  been  long 
since  born,  and  thus  testify  the  correctness  of 
our  faith  respecting  the  time  of  Messiah's 
advent.  Christians,  however,  go  on  con- 
sistently and  believe  further,  that  God  did  not 
break  his  word,  but  performed  his  promise, 
and  therefore  we  rejoice.  The  Jews  do  not 
believe,  because  they  are  so  engrossed  with 
the  temporal  deliverance  of  the  nation,  that 
they  cannot  see  that  another  and  a  greater 
redemption  was  necessary.  We  do  not,  by 
any  means,  wish  to  deny  that  Israel  is  to  be 
restored  to  the  land  of  promise,  and  to  inherit 
all  the  blessings  promised  in  the  prophets. 
On  the  contrary,  we  fully  believe  that  the 
Messiah,  who  visited  this  earth  for  a  short 
season,  will  return  and  re-establish  the  Theo- 
cracy which  was  once  the  glory  of  Israel,  and 
that,  in  a  much  more  glorious  form  than 
Israel  ever  saw  under  any  of  their  kings. 
We  heartily  wish  Israel  the  enjoyment  of 
every  blessing  promised  ;  but  we  cannot  help 
remembering  that  Messiah  has  another  and 
more  important  office  than  that  of  restoring  the 
kingdom  to  Israel,  and  that  is  the  redemption 
of  the  human  race.  The  highest  pitch  of 
national  glory  and  earthly  prosperity  would 
be  as  nothing,  and  less  than  nothing ;  unless 
the  children  of  men  were  delivered  i'rom  the 
effects  of  Adam's  sin,  and  made  partakers  of 
a  good  hope  of  everlasting  life.  Even  the 
gathering  of  Israel  from  all  the  ends  of  the 
earth  would  appear  but  a  very  insignificant 
business,  if  it  did  not  stand  in  immediate  con- 
nexion witii  the  eternal  welfare  of  all  nations. 
Many  of  the  sons  of  men  have  appeared  as  con- 
querors and  heroes,  and  have  raised  their  coun- 
try to  a  high  degree  of  glory,  and  conferred  upon 
them  much  temporal  prosperity  ;  butifMessiah 
was  to  be  nothing  more,  we  confess  we  should 
not  think  him  worth  the  having.  We  think 
of  the  Messiah  as  the  Being,  in  whom  all  the 
families  of  the  earth  shall  be  blessed,  as  the 
restorer  indeed  of  Israel,  but  also  God's  sal- 
vation unto  the  end  of  the  earth.  This  is  the 
doctrine  which  Christianity  teaches,  and  which 
is  confirmed  by  the  law  and  the  prophets  ;  and 
therefore  we  rejoice  that  this  gr^iat  Deliverer 
has  been  born — that  He  came  at  first  in 
great  humility  to  bruise  the  serpent's  head,  and 
to  lay  down  his  life  a  ransom  for  many.  We 
remember  that  this  blessed  news,  these  glad 
tidings  of  great  joy,  were  brought  to  us  by 
Jews ;  and,  therefore,  feeling  our  deep  obliga- 
tions, we  would  desire  to  show  our  gratitude 
by  inviting  Israel  to  come  and  partake  in  our 
joy.     We  feel  assured  that  our  joy  is  no  illu- 


sion. Even  the  rabbles  themselves  beai' 
witness  that  the  Messiah  ought  to  have  been 
born,  and  was  born  at  the  very  time  in  which 
we  believe  the  Messiah  to  have  been  born. 
But  if  he  was  born,  who  was  he  ?  What 
other  person  can  make  any  claim  to  the 
Messiahship,  but  He  whom  we  acknowledge? 
Is  it  reasonable  to  believe,  as  the  rabbies  do, 
that  God  actually  sent  the  Great  Deliverer 
down  into  this  wretched  world,  and  then  took 
him  away  again,  without  permitting  him  to 
accomplish  his  woik  ?  No;  if  ever  he  visited 
this  earth— and  that  he  did  visit  it,  both  the 
ancient  Jews  and  Christians  assert,  he  could 
not  have  left  it  again  without  bestowing  upon 
its  inhabitants  a  remedy  for  their  woes.  The 
ancient  Rabbies  and  the  Christians  both  agree 
as  to  the  time  of  Messiah's  birth,  and  the 
fact  of  his  birth  in  Bethlehem.  Indeed  the 
whole  ration  practically  showed  their  agree- 
ment with  Christians,  as  to  the  time  of  5les- 
siah's  advent,  by  readily  following  every  mi- 
litary adventurer  who  laid  claim  to  the 
character  of  Redeemer.  Even  before  the 
destruction  of  the  temple,  multitudes  had 
suffered  by  their  credulity ;  but  immediately 
after  the  desolation,  the  people  and  the  Rab- 
bies with  one  accord  followed  Bar  Chochba, 
and  thereby  showed  the  reality  of  their 
belief,  that  that  was  about  the  time  when 
Messiah  ought  to  appear.  Judaism,  there- 
fore, teaches  this  doctrine — that  God  pro- 
mised the  Messiah,  that  God  fixed  a  time, 
that  that  time  is  past,  and  yet  that  God 
did  not  keep  his  promise.  Chiisiianity, 
on  the  contrary,  acknowledges  the  pro- 
mise, recognises  the  time,  believes  that 
IMessiah  was  born,  but  believes  further 
that  God  fulfilled  his  word — that  Messiah 
was  not  carried  away  into  Paradise,  until 
He  had  accomplished  the  work  that  was 
to  be  done  at  his  first  advent.  Then, 
indeed,  we  acknowledge  that  He  ascended 
into  heaven,  and  sittetli  at  God's  right  hand, 
from  whence  He  will  come  again  for  the  final 
redemption  of  his  people,  and  the  establish- 
ment of  the  reign  of  righteousness.  The 
only  reiil  difference  between  us  is,  as  to  the 
VERACITY  of  Gcd.  We  believe  that  God 
1  did  not,  and  could  not,  break  his  word. 
j  Modern  Judaism  teaches  that  God  broke  his 
j  promise.  It  is  for  rational  beings  to  decide 
I  which  doctrine  is  most  agreeable  to  the  Di- 
I  vine  character.  For  our  own  parts,  we  will 
rejoice  in  God's  unchangeableness,  and  say, 
!  in  the  remembrance,  that  "  His  truth  en- 
1  dureth  for  ever." 
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According  to  the  confessions  of  the  rab- 
bles themselves,  the  time  for  the  advent  of 
Messiah  is  long  since  past,  what  is  there  then 
that  prevents  the  Jews  from  believing  in  Him, 
who  came  at  the  appointed  time  ?  The  grand 
objection  is,  that  the  nation  is  still  in  captivity ; 
they  say  that  Messiah  ought  to  have  given 
them  liberty.  The  answer  to  this  objection  is, 
that  Messiah  was  willing,  and  is  wilHngtothis 
hour,  to  give  them  liberty,  but  that  they  will 
not  have  it.  The  very  first  condition  of  national 
liberty  and  independence  is  moral  and  Intel- 
lectual  emancipation.  No  nation  was  ever  yet 
enslaved  until  the  hearts  and  intellects  of  the 
people  had  first  become  the  slaves  of  corrup- 
tion or  superstition — and  no  nation  that  hugs 
to  its  heart  the  chains  of  moral  slavery,  can 
ever  be  made  free,  nor  could  it  retain  its 
liberty  if  it  got  it.  When  Messiah  came, 
therefore,  as  he  found  the  Jewish  nation 
already  under  the  Roman  yoke,  the  very  first 
step  was  to  endeavour  to  emancipate  their 
hearts  and  minds,  and  to  deliver  them  from 
that  m.oral  bondage,  of  which  their  national 
degradation  was  only  a  consequence.  This 
first  step  Messiah  immediately  took — he  pro- 
tested against  the  superstitions  of  the  oral  law 
and  pointed  them  to  the  perfect  liberty  of 
God's  written  VFord.  But  the  nation  chose  to 
retain  the  cause  of  their  misfortunes,  and  to 
reject  the  overtures  of  deliverance.  If  there- 
fore they  are  still  in  a  state  of  national  de- 
pendence, they  must  not  cast  the  blame  on  God, 
and  say  that  He  suffered  the  time  to  pass  away 
without  fulfilling  his  promise;  nor  upon  the 
Messiah  when  they  themselves  refused  to  re- 
ceive that  without  which  no  national  liberty 
can  possibly  exist.  They  chose  to  give  them- 
selves, body  and  soul,  as  bond-slaves  to  the 
oral  law,  there  was,  therefore,  no  possibility  of 
national  redemption.  It  would  require  an  act 
of  omnipotent  coercion,  such  as  God  does  not 
employ,  to  make  a  nation  free  against  its  will. 
But  perhaps  the  Jews  of  the  present  day  will 
deny  that  they  are  in  a  state  of  moral  and  in- 
tellectual slavery.  We  refer  them,  in  reply,  to 
the  numerous  proofs  already  given  in  these 
papers,  and  especially,  the  laws  of  nt^^rrcj  or 
slaughtering:^  upon  which  we  have  a  few  words 
to  add.  Where  in  all  the  world  can  a  more 
wretched  slave  be  found,  than  the  man,  who 
himself,  together  with  his  family,  is  ready  to 
perish  of  hunger,  and  yet  dare  not  partake  of 


wholesome  food,  offered  by  the  providence  of 
God,  because  his  rabbinical  task  masters  say, 
No  ?     But  now  take  another  instance  : — 

cDn  ':Qb  ni  Tini'a;^  ib^  locrr  -pi  ab^  nn:D  b'a 
npnn  ns^  n^^i^o:  Dt>}  •  nm«  X'P'^n  itdjjs''?  t^nim 

inis  '[n''i2/*D  HQiaD  n«203  Dh?i  •  m  TD"in-«ri'i  nm:D 
:  r\urz  ^Jirr-c"'  --mr^  Tri  bD  br  i^^d^di  im^«  ^n:m 
"  If  a  slaughterer,  who  has  not  had  his 
slaughtering  knife  examined  before  a  wise 
man  [a  rabbi],  slaughters  by  himself,  his 
knife  must  be  examined.  If  it  be  found  in 
good  order  and  examined,  he  is  to  be  ex- 
communicated, because  he  may  depend  upon 
himself  another  time,  when  it  has  a  gap  in  it 
and  yet  slaughter  therewith.  But,  if  it  be 
found  to  have  a  gap,  he  is  to  be  deposed  from 
his  office,  and  excommunicated,  and  procla- 
mation is  to  be  made,  that  all  the  meat 
which  he  has  slaughtered  is  carrion.  (Jad 
Hachazakah,  Hilchoih  Sh'chitah,  c.  i.  26.) 
Here  we  have  the  same  slavery  and  the  same 
cruel  oppression.  In  the  first  place  we  see  the 
intention  to  make  the  Jews  entirely  dependent 
upon  the  rabbles.  The  Jews  are  not  to  eat  meat 
unless  it  be  slaughtered  as  the  rabbles  direct, 
and  the  slaughterer  himself  is  not  even  to  do 
that,  which  he  knows  to  be  right  according  to 
the  oral  law,without  the  express  sanction  of  the 
rabbles.  All  are  to  be  in  bondage,  not  merely 
to  the  oral  law,  but  upon  the  rabbi  for  the 
time  being.  They  are  to  have  no  mind  and 
no  judgment  of  their  own.  In  the  simplest 
concerns  of  life  they  are  to  be  entirely  de- 
pendent upon  the  will  and  judgment  of 
another.  In  the  second  place,  we  see  the  de- 
termination to  maintain  this  tyranny  by  the 
severest  punishments.  The  man  who  has 
slaughtered  without  showing  his  knife  to  the 
rabbi,  even  though  they  have  no  fault  to  find 
with  him,  is  to  be  excommunicated — but  if  a 
rabbinic  flaw  in  the  knife  should  be  detected, 
then  not  only  the  man  himself  is  to  suffer, 
but  those  who  employed  him,  and  also  the 
Israelites  themselves  to  be  deprived  of  food. 
All  that  he  has  slaughtered  is  to  be  declared 
unfit  for  use.  Who  can  deny  that  those  who 
think  their  consciences  bound  by  such  laws 
are  in  miserable  bondage  ?  Who,  that  has 
his  senses  and  God's  Word  to  guide  them, 
can  believe  that  a  small  gap  in  a  knife  is  suf- 
ficient to  make  meat  unfit  for  food  ?  Who 
ever  saw  a  knife,   or  even  the  finest  razor  that 
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ever  was  maiiu  facto  red,  without  a  series  of  such 
imperfections?  Let  a  rabbi,  who  has  just 
pronounced,  concerning  a  knife,  that  it  has  no 
gap  in  it,  apply  a  microscope,  and  he  will  soon 
find  out  that  a  knife  without  gaps  never  ex- 
isted. He  will  be  convinced  that  the  oral  law 
requires  what  is  impossible,  and  therefore  can 
not  possibly  be  from  God.  Who  then  can 
deny  that  those  who  are  bound  by  it,  are  the 
slaves  of  superstition  ?  There  never  was,  and 
never  will  be  in  the  world,  such  a  thing  as  a 
knife  without  the  least  possible  gap,  and  con- 
sequently there  never  was,  and  never  will  be, 
any  meat  fit  for  the  food  of  a  Rabbinist.  The 
Jews  must  therefore  either  give  up  the  use  of 
meat  entirely,  or  they  must  give  up  the  oral 
law. 

If  the  oral  law  were  uniformly  severe,  and 
everywhere  required  that  its  adherents  should 
obtain  the  best  possible  evidence  that  their 
meat  was  properly  slaughtered :  or  in  case 
they  could  not  obtain  this  evidence,  that  they 
should  entirely  abstain  from  meat,  the  consis- 
tency of  the  doctrine  would  in  some  measure 
justify,  or  at  least  excuse  the  credulity  of  the 
Jews.  But  this  is  not  the  case,  its  authors 
felt  the  inconvenience  of  their  own  doctrine, 
and  therefore  relaxed  whenever  it  suited  them- 
selves. For  instance,  they  say, 
i:n^  ^5"';"i  ^b  'prry  "zttcsd  pimo  :^5Ta^  i3\si\u  nn 
-iDixn  pi  -mmo  ii  nn  inv  id\v  c«  rnv  d« 

'« If  we  were  to  see  an  Israelite  at  a  dis- 
tance who  had  slaughtered  a  beast,  and  he  was 
to  go  his  v,'ay,  and  we  were  ignorant  of  the 
fact  whether  he  understood  the  art  or  not,  in 
that  case  the  meat  is  lawful.  And  in  like 
manner,  if  a  man  should  say  to  his  messenger. 
Go  and  slaughter  for  me,  and  should  find  the 
beast  slaughtered,  but  it  should  not  be  certain 
whether  his  messenger,  or  another  person,  had 
slaughtered  it,  this  also  is  lawful,  for  the  ma- 
jority of  persons  concerned  in  slaughterirg  are 
skilful,"  (ibid.,  c.  iv.  7).  This  relaxation 
shows  how  exceedingly  inconvenient  the  doc- 
trine was  found,  and  how  unwilling  the  dociors 
were  to  bear  inconvenience  themselves.  No 
doubt  cases  often  occurred  in  real  life  similar 
to  those  supposed.  An  Israehte  travelling 
might  come  to  a  town  in  which  lived  a  small 
congregation  of  Jews,  and  might  wish  to  have 
some  dinner,  and  would  of  course  wish  to  have 
it  of  lawful  meat.  The  only  satisfactory  way 
of  obtaining  it  would  be  to  go  to  the  person  who 
had  slaughtered  it,  and  examine  him  as  to  his 
competency,  but  he  might  be  absent,  if  there- 
fore he  should  be  scrupulous,  he  would  have 
to  go  without  his  dinner  ;  and  the  same  thing 
would  happen  to  a  rich  man,  who  might  send 
a  messenger  to  a  neighbouring  town  to  have  a 
beast  killed  for  him.     Tlic  messenger  might 


send  back  the  meat  by  some  one  else,  and  thus 
the  owner  would  not  have  satisfactory  evidence, 
that  the  Rabbinic  laws  had  been  observed. 
Here  again  the  man  who  was  rich  enough  to 
do  this,  might  have  to  go  without  his  dinner, 
or  to  wait  an  inconvenient  time.  The  oral 
law  has  therefore  provided  in  this  case  that 
the  meat  is  lawful  for  use  without  any  further' 
scruples.  But  this  decision  shows  of  how 
little  real  importance  all  these  precepts  about 
slaughtering  are.  If  it  be  a  sin  to  eat  meat 
not  properly  killed,  then  it  is  also  a  sin  to  eat 
meat,  when  there  is  no  satisfactory  evidence 
of  this  fact.  Whenever  a  man  doubts  about 
the  right  or  wrong  of  any  particular  action,  he 
is  certainly  wrong  if  he  does  it.  But  if  it  be  cer- 
tain that  he  may  either  do  it  or  leave  it  undone 
without  guilt,  then  that  action  cannot  be 
sinful.  And  as  the  rabbies  here  affirm,  that 
men  may  lawfully  eat  meat,  concerning  which 
they  have  no  satisfactory  evidence  that  it  has 
been  lawfully  slaughtered,  it  follows  that  the 
Rabbinic  art  cannot  be  of  much  value.  M'hy 
then  should  a  poor  man  be  starved  if  he  does 
not  eat,  or  flogged  if  he  does  eat,  meat  slaugh- 
tered  by  a  Gentile,  when,  if  he  had  money  to 
send  a  beast  to  be  killed,  he  might  eat  what 
was  sent  back,  even  though  he  had  no  proof 
that  the  laws  were  kept  ?  Indeed  how  are 
the  poor  and  unlearned  ever  to  know,  that 
they  eat  lawful  meat  ?  If  they  were  even  to 
stand  by,  and  see  the  operation  performed, 
still,  as  being  ignorant  of  the  Rabbinic  laws, 
they  could  not  understand,  and  must  therefore 
take  the  matter  entirely  upon  trust :  and  thus 
the  mass  of  the  nation,  the  unlearned  and  the 
women,  are  made  the  blind  slaves  of  laws 
which  they  neither  understand  nor  know  ;  or 
rather  of  those  who  expound  those  laws,  for 
how  can  it  be  said  that  a  man  transgresses  that 
of  which  he  does  not  know  the  right  or  wrong  ? 
If  the  rabbies  were  all  unanimous  in  their 
statement  of  what  is  and  is  not  lawful,  the 
unanimity  might  in  some  degree  excuse  the 
Jews  for  submitting  to  a  yoke  so  grievous, 
and  holding  it  fast  round  the  necks  of  their 
brethren.  They  might  urge  the  uniformity 
of  the  tradition  as  a  proof  of  its  genuineness. 
But  this  cannot  be  pretended  in  the  present 
case.  To  this  very  hour  the  rabbies  them- 
selves are  not  agreed  as  to  what  is,  or  what  is 
not  the  oral  law.  We  have  just  seen  that  if 
a  man  send  a  messenger  to  have  a  beast 
slaughtered,  and  afterwards  find  it  slaughtered, 
that  he  may  eat  of  it  without  asking  any  more 
questions.  This  is  the  general  principle, 
but  as  soon  as  it  comes  to  be  applied  in 
detail  the  rabbies  differ.  The  Baal  Turim 
thus  states  the  difference. 

;  ^?i"'cin  pi  !  pwyin 
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"Kambam  has  written  expressly,  In  case 
that  it  should  be  found  in  the  house  ;  but,  if 
he  find  it  in  th3  street,  or  on  the  dunghill  in 
the  house,  it  is  forbidden.  The  Baal  Haittur 
lias  given  the  same  judgment:  but  my  lord 
my  father  of  blessed  memory  says,  the  meat 
is  lawful,  even  if  it  be  found  on  the  dung- 
hill in  the  house,  and  has  not  pronounced 
it  unlawful,  except  when  found  on  the 
dunghill  in  the  street ;  and  Rashba  is  of 
the  same  opinion."  (Joreh  Deah.,  1.)  Here, 
then,  we  have  the  most  learned  of  the 
rabbles,  disputing  as  to  what  is  the  law ; 
the  one  party  pronouncing  that  to  be  un- 
lawful which  the  other  party  declares  lawful. 
What,  then,  are  the  unlearned  to  do  in  this 
case  ?  Or  how  can  it  be  said  that  there  is  an 
oral  law  which  gives  tlie  true  meaning  of  the 
written  law  ?  Or,  if  there  be  an  oral  law, 
what  use  is  it,  when  it  is  itself  a  subject  of 
dispute?  Every  one  who  has  looked  into  the 
oral  law  knows  that  this  difference  of  o])inion 
is  by  no  means  a  rare  case  ;  and  that  it  cannot 
be  said  that  the  difference  of  opinion  is  in 
matters  of  minor  importance.  Let  us,  for 
example,  consider  the  case  of  an  Israelite  who 
is  accustomed  to  eat  unlawful  meat,  and  does 
so  to  vex  Israel — is  it  lawful  to  eat  the  meat 
which  he  has  killed  ? 

b^  -i\nD  -firm  '^nc  d«t  •  vn:  "^3?  ir^rj  bay^D'  ca 

:  n:i3  li^'i) 
"  Rashba  has  written  that  it  is  not  lawful 
to  give  him  a  beast  intentionally  to  slaughter, 
even  if  an  Israelite  should  stand  by.  But  if 
he  has  slaughtered  the  beast,  it  may  be 
declared  lawful  by  means  of  examining  the 
knife,  either  at  the  beginning  or  at  the  end  ; 
and  my  lord  my  father  of  blessed  memory 
has  written  that  in  the  case  of  such  a  person 
the  law  is  the  same  as  in  that  of  a  Gentile." 
(Ibid.  2.)  Now  the  difference  here  is  very 
great  and  very  important.  I'he  one  opinion  says, 
that,  under  certain  circumstances,  such  meat 
is  lawful.  The  other,  that  it  is  unlawful  as 
that  killed  by  a  Gentile — that  is,  what  the 
one  allows,  the  other  pronounces  to  be  so 
unlawful  as  to  deserve  the  flogging  of  rebel- 
lion, as  we  saw  in  No.  49.  Here,  then,  is  a 
case  involving  severe  corporal  punishment,  j 
and  yet  the  rabbles  are  not  agreed  as  to  which  i 
is  the  law.  How,  then,  can  men  of  sense  and  i 
reflection  give  themselves  up  to  a  system,  the 
doctors  of  which  cannot  agree  upon  a  question 
so  simple  as  this,  What  sort  of  food  is  lawful, 
and  what  is  unlawful ;  and  who,  nevertheless, 
require  unlimited  obedience  under  the  heaviest 
penalties  temporal  and  eternal  ?  The  oral  law 
does  not  suffer  awise  man  to  be  contradicted,and 
declares  that  all  their  sayings  are  '  ■  the  words 
of  the  living  God ;"  and  yet  here  they  con- 
tradict one  another  so  widely,  that  if  a  man 


follow  the  one,  he  will  be  sentenced  to  a  flog- 
ging by  the  other — and  if  from  fear  of  the 
flogging  he  should  agree  with  the  latter,  he 
will  then  be  contradicting  the  former,  and 
thereby  incur  the  sentence  of  excommunica- 
tion, and  even  run  a  risk  of  losing  his  soul. 
But  in  every  case  he  must  give  up  his  judg- 
ment and  his  reason,  and  submit  to  be  led  by 
those,  who  are  still  disputing  about  the  right 
road  :  yea,  and  if  he  would  obey  the  oral  law, 
must  confess  that  they  are  both  in  the  right. 
If  this  be  not  moral  and  intellectual  slavery  of 
the  worst  kind,  we  have  yet  to  learn  the  mean- 
ing of  these  words.  It  will  not  be  a  pertinent 
reply  to  say  that  Christians  also  differ  in 
opinion  on  important  points.  We  confess 
that  they  do,  and  will  continue  to  do  so,  as 
long  as  they  continue  to  be  fallible  men  :  but 
then  these  persons  do  not  profess  to  have  an 
oral  law  given  by  God  in  order  to  preserve 
them,  from  a  wrong  interpretation.  There  is 
one  Christian  Church  that  has  followed  the 
example  of  the  rabbles  in  this  particular,  and 
has  therefore  fallen  into  many  of  their  ab- 
surdities. Difference  of  opinion  amongst  those 
who  make  no  such  pretensions  is  no  argument 
against  the  truth  of  the  original  records, 
whence  both  professedly  draw  their  religion. 
Two  men  may  differ  as  to  the  sense  of  a  verse 
in  the  lav/  of  Moses,  and  yet  we  know  that 
the  verse  itself  contains  the  truth.  But  when 
each  of  these  persons  tells  us  that  his  inter- 
pretation is  an  inspired  tradition,  and  that 
both  though  contradicting  each  other  are 
equally  true  and  correct,  then  it  is  evident 
that  they  say  not  only  what  is  false,  but  what 
is  absurd,  and  that  they  are  labouring  under 
a  delusion.  If  it  be  a  mere  speculative  de- 
lusion  it  is  to  be  deplored— but  if  it  be  a 
practical  delusion,  involving  the  happiness  and 
welfare  of  thousands,  it  must  be  combated 
and  exposed — and  this  is  precisely  the  case 
with  the  oral  law.  The  particular  part  of  it 
which  we  have  now  been  considering  seriously 
affects  the  temporal  comfort  of  many  thou- 
sands of  the  poor  in  every  part  of  the  world. 
The  general  principles  enslave  the  minds  of  the 
whole  nation,  and  thus  prevent  the  state  of 
happiness  and  glory  which  the  prophets  have 
promised.  The  Jewish  nation  is  in  a  state  of 
dispersion,  and  in  some  parts  of  the  world 
victims  of  a  cruel  oppression,  simply  because 
they  are  the  willing  slaves  of  superstition. 
Until  an  intellectual  and  moral  change  is  ef- 
fected, they  never  can  appear  as  "  the  peculiar 
people,  the  kingdom  of  priests,  the  holy 
nation."  High  and  holy  is  their  destiny, 
and  great  is  the  providential  mercy  of  God 
in  still  preserving  them,  when  they  refuse  ob- 
stinately  to  fulfil  it.  But  neither  their  destiny 
nor  God's  forbearance  can  be  of  any  avail, 
until  they  reassert  the  glorious  liberty  of  the 
children  of  God.     The  chains  of  Rabbinism 
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must  be  broken,  and  the  mild  yoke  of 
I^lessiah  taken  upon  their  shoulders,  before 
national  independence  and  liberty  can  return. 
How  could  a  nation  exist,  whose  moral  and 
intellectual  energies  are  all  crainpt  by  the  end- 
less subtleties  of  the  rabbles  ?  How  could  a 
people  maintain  national  liberty  whilst  they 
are  such  perfect  slaves  to  superstition  as  to 
believe  that  traditions,  which  are  the  curse  of 
the  poor,  and  many  of  which  flatly  contradict 
others,  all  proceed  from  the  God  of  mercy 
and  truth  ?  The  temple  must  first  be  cleansed 
of  all  defilement  before  the  glory  of  God  can 
enter.  It  is  therefore  a  matter  of  the  first 
and  highest  importance,  to  every  Jew  who 
wishes  well  to  his  nation,  to  examine  that 
system,  whose  constant  companion  for  so  many 
centuries  has  been  misery  ;  and  if  they  are 
convinced  of  its  falsehood,  then  to  use  every 
exertion  to  deliver  their  brethren,  from  that 
which  is  mischievous  as  well  as  false.  We 
might  urge  its  tendency  to  produce  and  per- 
petuate an  unfriendly  separation  between  the 
Jews  and  their  neighbours  :  not  that  we  are 
ignorant  of  God's  declaration, 

nirinn'  ab  D'-i^n  jidiu^  "nib  D5>  ]n 
"  Lo  the  people  shall  dwell  alone,  and  shall 
not  be  reckoned  among  the  nations."  (Numb. 
xxiii.  9.)  We  know  it  and  believe  it,  and  are 
therefore  fully  convinced,  that  all  the  wit  and 
power  of  man  will  never  be  able  to  effect,  what 
some  so  ardently  desire,  an  amalgamation  wiih 
the  nations  where  Israel  is  dispersed.  We 
have  no  desire  to  contravene  the  declared  will 
of  God,  and  to  degrade  Israel  from  their  posi- 
tion as  a  holy  nation  to  the  rank  of  an  incon- 
siderable religious  sect.  But  still  we  might 
urge  against  the  oral  law,  that  it  goes  beyond 
God's  intention  by  producing  an  unfriendly 
separation  and  an  estrangement  between  man 
and  man,  which  is  injurious  to  the  welfare  of 
both  Jew  and  Gentile ;  we  leave  this,  how- 
ever, to  the  consideration  of  those  Israelites, 
who  feel,  or  profess  to  feel,  a  love  and  affec- 
tion for  all  men  ;  and  content  ourselves  at 
present  with  the  indubitable  fact,  that  the  laws 
concerning  slaughtering  are  most  oppressive  to 
the  poor  and  enslaving  to  the  minds  of  all.  It 
is  not  merely  the  bodily  grievance  of  starva- 
tion to  which  we  now  allude,  though  that  is 
wicked  and  vexatious  to  the  last  degree,  and 
should  therefore  not  be  tolerated  for  a  nnoment 
by  the  humane  and  the  merciful.  There  is 
something  that  is  worse  than  any  bodily  suf- 


fering, and  that  is,  to  be  tempted  to  do  violence 
to  conscience  by  professing  what  we  do  not 
believe,  or  by  concealing  our  real  sentiments. 
And  yet  in  many  a  Jewish  congregation  this 
is  frequently  the  case.  It  pleases  God  to  give 
to  the  poor  the  power  of  reasoning  as  well  as 
to  the  rich,  and  thus  some  of  this  class  are 
occasionally  led  to  see  the  absurdity  of  the  oral 
law,  and  to  detest  those  inventions  which  doom 
them  and  their  families  to  starvation,  but  yet 
they  would  not  dare  either  to  avow  or  to  act 
upon  their  conviction.  To  eat  any  other  than 
Rabbinical  food  would  at  once  cut  them  off 
from  the  bounty  of  the  synagogue,  and  from 
the  sympathy  of  its  worshippers.  To  express 
their  convictions  would  be  sufficient  to  have 
them  numbered  with  the  profane  and  ungodly, 
and  therefore  they  conceal  their  real  senti- 
ments, and  pretend  to  be  what  they  are  not, 
that  they  may  not  deprive  their  families  of  the 
little  assistance  which  an  apparent  conformity 
to  Rabbinic  usages  may  procure.  Here  then 
is  another  and  more  unequivocal  badge  of 
slavery.  The  oral  law  deprives  the  poor 
entirely  of  liberty  of  conscience.  He  not  only 
must  not  eat,  he  must  not  think,  at  least  he 
must  not  express  a  thought,  no,  nor  even  a 
doubt,  about  that  system  which  is  the  cause 
of  his  misery.  It  is  true,  that  those  who  pro- 
fess or  suppress  religious  sentiments  merely  to 
serve  their  temporal  interests,  are  either  very 
weak  or  very  guilty.  But  we  must  make  some 
allowance  for  the  infirmity  of  human  nature, 
and  especially  in  the  case  of  a  poor  man,  who 
has  no  bread  for  his  children,  and  whose  mind 
has  been  debased  from  his  youth  by  such 
bondage.  It  is  to  the  system  that  we  are  to 
impute  these  debasing  effects.  It  not  only 
torments  the  body,  but  degrades  the  mind ; 
and  therefore  every  Israelite,  who  loves  and 
respects  liberty  of  conscience,  should  endea- 
vour to  procure  it  for  his  brethren.  According 
to  the  law  of  the  land  they  have  it.  They 
are  free  to  worship  and  serve  God  as  they 
think  most  tJgreeable  to  his  will ;  but  the  oral 
law  steps  in  between,  and  deprives  them  of  the 
benefit.  The  Jewish  poor  dare  not  serve  God 
according  to  their  conscience,  nor  even  express 
the  convictions  of  their  heart.  All  the  legis- 
lators in  Christendom  could  not  set  them  free. 
The  duty  as  well  as  the  possibility  of  deliver- 
ing them  from  this  bondage  rests  with  their 
brethren.  But  they,  alas!  whatever  the 
motive,  decline  the  glorious  task. 
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It  is  recorded  of  the  Cutbeans  and  those 
other  nations  whom  the  King  of  Assyria 
placed  as  colonists  at  Samaria,  that  they  en- 
deavoured to  combine  the  service  of  the  true 
God  with  the  worship  of  idols.  "  So  these 
nations  feared  the  Lord,  and  served  their 
graven  images,  both  their  cliildren  and  their 
children's  children  :  as  did  their  fathers,  so  do 
they  unto  this  day."  (2  Kings  xvii.  41.) 
Every  one  can  see  that  this  conduct  was  as 
foolish  as  it  was  wicked.  It  was  wicked  to 
dishonour  the  true  God  by  associating  him 
with  them  that  were  no  Gods ;  and  it  was 
foolish  to  imagine  that  God  could  be  pleased 
with  a  partial  homage  and  a  divided  heart. 
Total  idolatry  would  have  been  mere  reason- 
able and  less  offensive  to  the  Divine  Being, 
for  he  whom  we  acknowledge  as  God,  must 
necessarily  have  the  whole  of  our  fear,  our 
love,  and  our  obedience.  And  yet  there  is 
perhaps  a  way  of  serving  God  more  unreason- 
able still,  and  that  is  by  giving  to  sinful  and 
fallible  men  the  honour  that  is  due  to  God 
alone.  The  Cutheans  falsely  thought  that 
God  was  one  amongst  many,  and  if  they 
worshipped  the  many,  it  was  under  the  im- 
pression that  they  were  really  Gods.  But 
suppose  a  nation  to  acknowledge  the  one  true 
God,  and  then  to  fix  upon  a  certain  number  of 
men  to  be  honoured  and  served  with  the  same 
degree  of  reverence  and  obedience  ;  none  can 
doubt  that  this  nation  would  be  far  more 
irrational  than  that  of  the  Cutheans,  inasmuch 
as  to  pay  divine  honours  to  a  number  of  our 
fellow-men  is  more  extravagant  still  than  to 
worship  a  plurality  of  imaginary  deities. 
Some  may  think  that  such  a  degree  of  ab- 
surdity is  impossible,  but  fact  shows  that  it  is 
not  only  possible,  but  that  it  has  actually 
occurred.  When  men  exalt  the  inventions  of 
their  teachers  to  a  level  with  the  known  and 
acknowledged  laws  of  God,  and  make  obedi- 
ence to  these  inventions  an  essential  part  of 
their  religion,  they  confer  upon  men  the  high- 
est degree  of  honour  and  of  service  that  can  be 
rendered  to  God.  The  unreserved  submission 
of  the  heart  and  conscience  to  the  will  of  God 
is  the  highest  act  of  worship,  and  when  it  is 
given  to  the  will  of  men,  in  that  degree  men 
are  made  gods.  Whether  these  remarks  apply 
to  those  who  make  the  I'jni  Ti^a  mi'^n,  i.  e., 
"  The  constitutions  concerning  meat  in  milk  " 
a  part  of  their  religion,  it  is  for  the  adherents 
of  the  oral  law  to  inquire. 


The  general  principle  of  these  constitutions 
is  thus  expressed — 

n-nnn  ]d  v:^ii)  •^^Di^^  ^bimib  '^^nii  I'^ni  TiJi 
b:i  -iQ«3  TD«  i"iD«i  -im^  "[nnipi  n«:n2  -noxi 
r^p^b  nnxa   n^n   Dn':©D  bvi'XD  ^"o^   •  \''^2\!2r\ 

^□"rxi  npib  -tn«3  I'rtxnriD'©  a'^nm  -\xD2rv2  Qn'o^o 

"  It  is  unlawful  to  boil  meat  in  milk — 
according  to  the  law,  it  is  also  unlawful  to  eat 
it ;  it  is  likewise  unlawful  to  make  any  profit 
by  it,  and  it  is  to  be  buried.  Its  ashes  are 
also  unlawful,  like  the  ashes  of  other  things 
that  are  buried.  Whosoever  boils  together  a 
quantity  of  these  two  things,  equal  to  an 
olive,  is  to  be  flogged,  for  it  is  said,  '  Thou 
shalt  not  seethe  a  kid  in  its  mother's  milk.' 
(Exod.  xxiii.  19.)  In  like  manner,  he  that 
eats  a  quantify  of  the  flesh  and  the  milk, 
which  have  been  boiled  together,  amounting  in 
value  to  an  olive,  is  to  be  flogged,  even 
though  he  did  not  boil  them."  (Hilchoth 
Maakhaloth  Asuroth,  c.  ix.  1.)  Here  the 
oral  law  determines  generally,  that  it  is  un- 
lawful to  boil  meat  in  milk,  or  to  make  any 
use  of  meat  so  boiled,  and  sentences  the  trans- 
gressor to  a  severe  and  degrading  corporal 
punishment,  and  yet  this  determination  is 
altogether  an  invention  of  men,  for  which 
there  is  not  the  slightest  authority  in  the 
Word  of  God.  The  prohibition  of  Moses  is 
confined  to  one  single  case,  which  is  exactly 
defined  :  *■*  Thou  shalt  not  seethe  a  kid  in  its 
mother's  milk,"  but  there  the  prohibition  ends, 
for  the  specification  of  one  particular  shows 
that  that  alone  is  intended,  and  necessarily 
excludes  all  others.  To  give  some  colour  to 
the  unwarranted  extension,  it  is  asserted  that 
ir  wn  i"?!  nu^n  lb^  ^wll  nbi  bb^2  xin  n:ji 

"  Kid  includes  the  young  of  kine,  of  sheep, 
and  of  goats,  so  that  to  particularize,  the 
word  goat  is  added  as  '  a  kid  of  the  goats." 
And  so  Rashi  also  affirms  in  his  commentary. 
Aben  Ezra,  however,  has  saved  us  the  trouble 
of  giving  a  refutation  of  our  own,  for  he 
says — 
]^XDb2^  nnyno  wirri?  pi  «v  ^^  '"f^  '^  p  i3:\v"i 

"i3Ti!>  •'D  Dnr-  n:r)  "jna  n:  ^3  wvj  n:t  pi  na  p 

D^QDm  Dn3>  y^xD^  y>j\D  nD3i  O'ls^n  or  inrn  y^^s 

:  i"?ni  -itun  "j^-i^'  b^n  xbt)  ^b1p 

''  This  is  not  so,  for  nothing  is  called  kid 

except  the  young  of  the  goats ;  and  in  Arabic 
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the  word  has  the  same  signification,  and  is 
never  applied  to  any  otlier  species.  But  there 
is  a  difference  between  Airf,  and  kid  of  the 
goatSy  for  the  former  is  larger,  and  it  is  neces- 
sary for  the  latter  still  to  be  with  the  goats ; 
and  the  same  thing  is  true  of  T2?0,  which  is 
used  in  the  same  way.  It  is  by  tradition  that 
the  wise  men  received,  that  Israel  should  not 
eat  meat  in  milk."  (Comment,  in  Exod.  xxiii. 
19.)  Thus  Aben  Ezra,  himself  a  most  learned 
rabbi,  confesses  that  the  words  of  the  written 
law  restrict  the  prohibition  to  one  particular 
case,  and  that  the  rest  is  mere  matter  of  tra- 
dition. Of  course  if  it  could  be  proved 
that  this  tradition  came  from  God  through 
IMoses,  it  would  be  equivalent  to  the  written 
law,  but  there  is  no  attempt  to  prove  any 
thing  of  the  kind.  The  authors  of  the  oral 
law  calculated  throughout  upon  the  blind  ere- 
dulity  of  their  followers,  and  therefore  here,  as 
elsewhere,  there  is  an  entire  absence  of  proof. 
Indeed  the  tradition  itself  bears  the  plain  mark 
of  forgery.  How  can  any  one  possibly  believe, 
that,  if  God  meant  to  forbid  meat  and  milk 
entirely,  he  should  first  express  himself 
incorrectly,  and  then  leave  the  correction  of 
the  error  to  uncertain  tradition  ?  If  the  com- 
mand had  only  been  once  noticed,  it  would 
have  been  hard  to  believe  such  a  thing ;  but 
when  we  remember  that  this  command  is 
thrice  repeated,  in  Exod.  xxiii.  19,  xxxiv. 
2G,  and  Deut.  xiv.  21,  it  is  plainly  incredible. 
Thrice  is  the  command  written,  and  thrice  it  is 
restricted  to  one  particular  case,  ai  d  yet  the 
tabbies  have  dared  to  make  unauthorised  ad- 
ditions of  their  own,  and  their  followers  to 
this  day  exalt  them  to  a  level  with  the  laws 
of  God.  It  cannot  be  replied  that  the  rab- 
bles would  not  commit  such  wickedness  as 
this,  for  every  one,  who  knows  any  thing  of 
the  oral  law,  knows,  that  a  great  proportion  of 
it  consists  merely  of  the  words  of  the  Scribes, 
acknowledged  as  such,  and  distinguished  by 
that  name  from  the  supposed  traditions  from 
Sinai.  Thus  in  the  constitutions  before  us, 
it  is  plainly  confessed  that  the  written  law 
allows  the  flesh  of  wild  animals  and  of  fowl 
in  milk,  and  yet  the  rabbies  forbid  it. 

rcoTM  i^ni  ]^n  r\'rf  nbni  yi  r^ii-i  n^n  -rci  p^ 
imoT  ^bsD2b  "iniD  ''tb  minn  'jo  nV^^^i  'niDx  i3\^ 
i^DiiJD'  iibsn  nD  onsiD  nna  r^b^'Dni  -nos'i  •  n^snn 
ibis^'i  nmn  b'iD  nbnn  -i\i?i  -nD«  'rb  i«itt  ci-n 

Tic«  lyd?  xi:i2i2  ic«  ibni  n^  t?7«  nnsn  ro^^to 
:2bii2  TM  b'D 
"  And  thus  the  flesh  of  a  wild  animal  or  of 
fowl,  whether  in  the  milk  of  a  wild  or  tame 
animal,  is  not  forbidden  as  food  by  the  written 
law,  and  therefore  it  is  lawful  to  boil  it,  and 
to  profit  by  it.  But  according  to  the  words  of 
the  scribes,  it  is  unlawful  to  eat  it,  lest  the 
people  should  go  farther,  and  be  led  into  a 
transgression  of  the  written  law,  and  eat  the 


flesh  of  a  clean  beast  in  the  milk  of  a  clean 
beast :  for  the  letter  of  the  written  law  refers 
only  to  a  kid  in  its  mother's  milk  in  the 
strictest  sense ;  therefore  the  wise  men  have 
forbidden  all  meat  in  milk."  In  this  there 
is  no  equivocation,  but  a  simple  confession 
that  the  rabbies  have  taken  upon  themselves 
to  forbid  what  God  has  allowed  ;  and  have, 
without  ceremony  or  scruple,  made  great  ad- 
ditions to  His  law.  It  matters  little  what  the 
motive  was,  the  conduct  itself  is  in  the  highest 
degree  presumptuous.  The  pretence,  that  these 
additions  were  made  only  for  the  purpose  of 
keeping  the  people  far  removed  from  sin,  will 
not  serve  as  a  ground  of  justification.  If  God. 
had  desired  such  precautionary  measures,  as 
being  either  necessary  or  beneficial,  he  would 
have  prescribed  them  himself.  If  He  did  not 
prescribe  them,  and  the  rabbies  themselves 
confess  that  he  did  not,  but  that  they  are  the 
words  of  the  scribes,  then  they  can  be  neither 
necessary  nor  beneficial,  unless  we  can  believe 
what  it  would  be  blasphemy  to  assert,  that  if, 
that  God's  law  was  imperfect  until  it  was 
mended  by  the  scribes.  It  is  truly  astonishing 
that  men  professing  respect  for  the  law  of 
Moses  should  treat  it  with  such  indignity,  and 
still  more  so  that  those,  who  appear  so  anxious 
to  avoid  transgression,  should  themselves  sys- 
tematically transgress  that  plain  command. 

:  DDn«  m!?Q  ^D]«  TiJ«  iiin  b^  "ic^Din  ^<'? 

"  Ye  shall  not  add  unto  the  word  which  I 
command  you."  (Deut.  iv.  2.)  But  the 
most  extraordinary  thing  of  all  is,  that  the  mo- 
dern Jews  should  pride  themselves  on  the  pu- 
rity of  their  faith,  and  think  that  they  only 
of  all  the  nations  serve  the  true  God  and  him 
only,  when  they  are  in  truth  serving  the  au- 
thors  of  the  oral  law,  and  dividing  their  reli- 
gious obedience  between  God  and  the  rabbies, 
If  the  Rabbinic  additions  were  specimens  of 
profound  wisdom  in  legislation,  or  had  a  ten- 
dency to  promote  either  the  moral  or  temporal 
welfare  of  mankind,  there  would  be  some  ex- 
cuse, but  what  shall  we  say  of  those  who 
transgress  a  plain  command  for  the  sake  of 
such  an  addition  as  the  follov/ing : — 
nrnnn  nnro  "nib  nbnm  -imo  nn"?  T>r'nn 
Dnn  nm  -cn^oi?  inc^'  Vr>Dn  n'  b^  |n^:uj 
■jinb  en  bi:2V  i«  in'-n  nn^riD  I'^-ran:'©  omr^x 
cn^2\r>o  nn«  b^2  a^  bi^  •  en  -jinb  ]:i:?  ix  nn 
^b^::i  -i^inn  nbip  pi!?  b<im  '2VT]  -jinb  on  «ini 
-Tin'?  pi!?  bi^:  Ci^i  •  ixujn  bDi^i  I'^nn  ii  ^^w 
!  nbD\^i  nDT.nn  nnn  pi!? 

"■  The  flesh  by  itself  is  lawful,  and  the  milk 
by  itself  is  lawful,  but  as  soon  as  they  are 
mixed  together  by  means  of  boiling  (or  cook- 
ing) they  both  become  unlawful.  In  what 
cases  does  this  hold  ?  When  both  are  boiled 
together,  or  when  one  being  hot  falls  into 
the  other  also  being  hot,  or  when  one,  cold, 
falls  into  the  other  hot.  But  if  one  of  them 
being  hot  falls  upon  the  second  being  cold, 
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then  all  that  part  of  the  meat  which  was 
touched  by  the  milk  is  to  be  peeled  off,  and 
the  remainder  may  be  eaten.  But  if  one  in 
a  cold  state  falls  upon  the  other  also  cold, 
then  ihat  piece  is  to  be  washed,  and  after 
that  may  be  eaten."  (Hilchoth  Maakhaloth 
Asuroth,  c.  ix.  17-)  We  have,  in  the  first 
place,  an  unwarranted  extension  of  the  divine 
command.  God  has  simply  forbidden  to 
seethe  a  kid  in  its  mother's  milk.  The  rab- 
bies  first  extend  this  to  the  young  of  kine, 
and  sheep.  Then  they  advance  another  step, 
and  forbid  the  boiling  or  cooking  of  any  sort 
of  meat  in  milk,  and  now  we  have  seen 
another  advance  still,  whereby  even  any  mix- 
ture of  flesh  and  milk  is  strictly  forbidden. 
Thus  the  rabbles  aim  at  universal  dominion, 
and  are  satisfied  with  nothing  short  of  an 
entire  subjugation  of  the  heart  and  conscience. 
Other  tyrants  must  rest  satisfied  with  the 
enslavement  of  the  body,  but  cannot  touch 
the  thought.  The  authors  of  the  oral  law 
attack  the  liberty  of  thought,  and  intrude  even 
into  the  kitchens  of  their  victims.  They  are 
determined  that  their  followers  shall  not  even 
eat  excepting  as  they  please,  and  boldly  in- 
vade the  prerogative  of  God  himself,  by  for- 
bidding the  food  which  he  provides  for  his 
people.  But  this  extract  presents,  in  the 
second  place,  an  outrage  on  common  sense. 
If  milk  and  meat  each  be  lawful  by  itself, 
how  can  the  mixture  make  them  unlawful? 
Whatever  God  forbids  is  unlawful,  no  matter 
whether  we  understand  the  reason  or  not. 
But  here  the  rabbies  themselves  acknowledge 
that  God  has  not  forbidden  this  mixture ; 
but  that  the  prohibition  is  entirely  their  own 
invention.  ^,Ve  are  therefore  bound  to  use 
our  senses,  if  God  has  given  us  any,  and  to 
ask  a  reason  why.  Then,  again,  why  should 
that  which  is  lawful  when  cold,  be  made  un- 
lawful  by  being  hot  ?  It  may  be  said,  that 
this  is  a  matter  of  little  importance.  In  itself 
it  is ;  but  as  a  burden  on  the  consciences  of 
men,  it  is  of  the  very  highest  importance,  and 
as  a  cheat  upon  the  ignorant  it  is  more  im- 
portant still.  In  many  countries,  these  and 
similar  inventions  constitute  the  whole  reli- 
gion  of  the  ignorant,  and  especially  of  the 
women.  The  oral  law  affirms  that  it  is  not 
necessary  to  teach  wom.en  the  law  of  God, 
but  it  is  almost  a  matter  of  life  and  death  that 
they  should  know  these  Rabbinic  laws  about 
meat  and  milk.  If  a  woman  is  unable  to 
read  the  A^^ord  of  God,  and  is  as  ignorant  as 
a  heathen  of  God's  will,  the  rabbies  think  that 
is  a  trifle.  But  if  a  woman  were,  through 
ignorance,  to  serve  up  meat  with  any  admix- 
ture of  milk,  the  whole  family  would  be  in 
an  uproar,  and  the  rabbi  himself  would  have 
to  be  consulted  about  a  remedy  for  so  dread- 
ful a  calamity.  The  consequence  is,  that 
with  the  mass  of  the  uneducated,  accuracy 


in    these   observances   passes  for  piety,    and 
these   poor  beings  hope   that  they  are  going 
straight   to   heaven,    when     they  are   utterly 
devoid  or  ignorant  of  that  holiness,  truth,  and 
purity,  which   are  the  first  essentials  for  ad- 
mission into  the  presence  of  God.     Thus  the 
oral  law  destroys  the  souls  of  multitudes,  but 
others  will  have  to  answer   for  their  blood. 
All  who  uphold  the  system,  must  share  in  the 
responsibility.     The  rabbies  who   teach,  the 
learned  Jews    who  aid  and  abet,  the  priests 
and  Levites  to  whom  God  has  committed  the 
pastorship    of   his    people,  but   who    neglect 
I  their  sacred  office,   all  will  have  to  answer  for 
I  the  souls  of  the  lost.     But  most  of  all  those 
who  know  that  these  things  are  wrong,  who 
themselves  eat  meat  and  milk,  and  laugh  at 
I  Rabbinic  superstition,  and   yet  are  insensible 
j  to   the  miseries  of  their   poor   and  ignorant 
brethren.     Every  one  practically   acquainted 
j  with   the  working  of  these  laws,  knows  not 
'  only  that  they  beget  a  false  notion  of  religion, 
I  but  that  they  are   also  a  torment  in  this  life. 
j  In  domestic  and   culinary  economy,  accidents 
j  will  happen.     Meat  may  fall  into  milk,  or 
milk  into  a  pot  of  meat.     Misery  and  vexa- 
tion  are  the  consequence,  and  if  the  unfortu- 
nate woman  to  whom  the  accident  has  hap- 
pened  cannot   get  satisfaction    at   home,  she 
must  go  to  the  rabbi  to  inquire  what  is  to  be 
done.     For  instance — 
n^-irr  -|in?  bcrij  n';n  i«  •  n'^nn  -jinb  b^ixr:  -i\l*i 

n«  'i:n  crio  •  n'?n  b^  nnm-i  mip"?  nbt:3\2:  -ic^n 
i^*:"  DK1  •  n-nct^  TiJi  nrc  nn  •o-o  -ion  dx  n-nprr 
w^ijim  Dip-^''  «"ni  •  min^^  rTj\nn  nm«T  mmQ 
iib  DN  b2i^  •  nrm'  rn  'z^b^n-^  anp  nD^inrr  ni>> 

"  With  respect  to  meat  which  falls  into 
milk,  or  milk  that  falls  into  the  midst  of  meat, 
the  measure  is,  if  it  give  a  taste.  How  so  ? 
If  a  piece  of  meat  fall  into  a  boiling  pot  of 
milk,  a  Gentile  is  to  taste  the  contents  of  the 
pot :  and  if  he  says  that  it  has  a  taste  of 
meat,  then  it  is  unlawful.  But  if  it  has  not 
the  taste  of  meat  then  the  milk  is  lawful,  but 
that  piece  of  meat  is  unlawful.  In  what  cases 
does  this  hold  ?  In  case  that  the  piece  of 
I  meat  has  been  taken  out,  before  it  has  emitted 
I  the  milk  which  it  has  sucked  in.  But  if  it 
I  has  not  been  taken  out,  then  a  calculation 
!  must  be  made  whether  its  proportion  to 
the  whole  is  as  one  to  sixty  ;  because 
the  milk  that  was  sucked  in,  and  had  be- 
come unlawful,  has  been  emitted  and  has 
mixed  with  the  rest  of  the  milk."  (Ibid.) 
Now,  in  the  most  tolerable  case,  that  is,  if  the 
owner  of  the  milk  can  afford  to  lose  it  and 
the  meat  too,  there  is,  first,  an  unnecessary 
inconvenience  and  vexation,  which  no  man 
has  a  right  to  inflict  upon  another.  But  there 
is,  secondly,  and  what  is  of  far  more  conse- 
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quence,  a  great  sin  in  wasting  good  and  whole- 
some, and,  according  to  the  written  law,  law- 
ful  food.  If  the  milk  tastes  of  meat,  then 
the  milk  and  the  meat  are  rendered  not  only 
unlawful,  but  perfectly  useless.  How  then 
can  the  Jews  expect  peace  and  plenty,  when 
their  oral  law  teaches  them  to  despise  and 
cast  from  them  with  disdain  God's  blessings  ? 
But  suppose  that  the  owner  of  the  milk  and 
the  meat  is  a  poor  man,  and  that  he  has  laid 
out  his  hard  and  scanty  earnings  to  provide  food 
for  his  family,  an  accident  of  this  kind  will  leave 
them  destitute.  Their  last  hope  of  support  is 
taken  away,  and  they  may  die  of  hunger.  If  they 
go  to  the  rabbles,  and  urge  the  necessity  of 
the  case— plead  that  they  have  no  more — reason 
that  if  meat  by  itself  is  lawful,  that  milk  is 
also  lawful — that  the  law  of  Moses  no  where 
forbids  this  food — the  teachers  of  the  oral 
law  will  answer,  that  their  traditions  cannot  be 
broken  ;  and  the  poor  people  must  learn  that 
to  eat  food  permitted  and  given  by  God  is  a 
sin,  but  to  die  of  starvation  is  lawful.  How 
can  men  with  any  of  the  feelings  of  humanity 
believe  that  such  a  law  is  from  God  ? — how 
can  men  of  any  common  sense  suffer  the  con- 
sciences and  the  bodies  of  the  poor  and  igno- 
rant to  be  thus  tormented  ?  Above  all,  how 
can  a  nation  that  prides  itself  on  the  purity  of 
its  faith  yield  an  idolatrous  obedience  to  cruel 
and  oppressive  laws  invented  by  men  ?  It  is  a 
vain  boast  for  them  to  say  that  they  have  no 
images — the  oral  law  and  its  enactments  con- 
stitute a  whole  host  of  idols.  It  is  an  un- 
founded triumph  which  they  celebrate  over  the 
worshippers  of  Moloch.  The  oral  law  is  a 
deity  as  fierce  and  as  bloody,  and  to  it  are 
daily  immolated  the  souls  and  bodies  of  the 
poor  and  ignorant.  Any  homage  rendered  to 
falsehood,  or  to  cruelty,  is  idolatrous ;  and 
every  thinking  man  must  admit,  that  the 
worship  of  the  oral  law  is  of  this  character. 
To  the  Rabbinists  themselves  we  would  say. 
Just  think  whether  it  be  possible  that  God 
would  have  given  a  law  so  oppressive,  or 
whether  he  can  have  any  pleasure  in  the  obe- 
dience which  is  rendered  at  the  expence  of 
mercy  ?  To  those  who  reject  the  oral  law  we 
would  say,  You  have  a  duty  to  perform  from 
which  nothing  can  exempt  you — and  that 
is,  to  rest  neither  day  nor  night  until  Israel 
is  delivered  from  this  idolatrous  worship  of 


men,  and  set  free  from  a  yoke  so  oppressive 
to  body  and  soul.     We  grant  that  Christians 
have  also   a   duty,  and   in    these  papers  we 
endeavour  to  discharge  our  share  of  it.     But 
the  duty  incumbent  upon  Israelites  is  tenfold 
more  imperative.     The  ties  of  flesh  and  blood 
— their  office  as   a  kingdom  of  priests — the 
mercy  of  God  in  giving  them  the  law  as  their 
inheritance — all   increase   their  responsibility 
and  increase   the   weight   of  obligation.     It 
would  be   a  shame  for    Israel   to   be    silent, 
when  even  the  Gentiles  cry  out  for  the  resto- 
ration   of    the   religion   of  Moses    and    the 
prophets.     Israelites  may  have  peculiar  diffi- 
culties.    They  may  be  united  in  commercial 
relations   or   by  family  ties    with  those  who 
are  in  bondage  to  the  oral  law.     They  may 
fear  the  injury  of  their  worldly  prospects — 
they  may  dread  the  frown    of   relatives  and 
friends.     This    was    also  the  case  of   Abra- 
ham,   when    he   determined  to  renounce  the 
false  gods  of  his  fathers,  and  to  worship  the 
true  God  alone :  and    every  one  who  deter- 
mines by  God's  help  to  follow  and  assert  the 
truth,  must  make  up  his  mind  to  love  it  even 
more  than  life  itself.     But  can  a  son  of  Abra- 
ham hesitate  ?     Will  he  forfeit  the  smile  of 
God  to  escape  the  frown  of  friends  ?     Nay, 
if    liis    friends    are    still    in     errror,    is    this 
not   a    double   motive   to  urge  him   forward 
in     the    overthrow     of    that    error  ?     Must 
he  not    be    doubly   anxious  to    deliver   his 
father,  his  mother,  his  brothers  and  his  sisters 
from  such  bondage  ?     The  first  attempt  may 
!  be    difficult — the   immediate  results  may  be 
unpleasant;  but  if  for  God's  sake  he  asserts 
,  God's  truth,  he  shall  have  God's  blessing,  and 
j  at  last  find  peace  even  amongst  those  who  are 
now  offended.     As  long  as  the  present  state 
!  of  things  continues,  Israel  can  never  be  re- 
;  stored   to  their    ancient    position.      God    in 
mercy  keeps  them  in  dispersion,  to  prevent 
I  the  triumph  of  the  oral  law.     But  when  is 
I  this  state  of  misery  to  cease?     There  must  be 
I  a  beginning.      Some  one  follower  of  Moses 
1  must  be  zealous  enough  and  bold  enough  to 
I  attack  the  strong  holds  of  superstition,  and  to 
rouse  his  brethren  to  a  sense  of  their  condi- 
I  tion — some  one  who  not  only  professes  to  be 
a  follower  of  Moses,  but  who  has  imbibed  his 
spirit,  and  whose  trust  is  in  the  God  of  his 
fathers. 
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When  God  grtve  Israel  the  law,  by  the 
hand  of  JMoses,  he  also  gave  tliem  several 
tests,  whereby  they  might  at  all  times  try 
themselve^i,  and  know  to  a  certainty,  whether 
they  were  really  obedient  or  not— -and  whether 
the  laws,  to  which  they  yielded  obedience, 
v/ere  really  the  laws  given  by  IMoses.  One 
of  these  tests  is  found  in  the  following  words : 
— "  Behold  I  have  taught  you  statutes  and 
judgments,  even  as  the  Lord  my  God  com- 
manded me,  that  ye  should  do  so  in  the  land 
whither  ye  go  to  possess  it.  Keep,  therefore, 
and  do  them,  for  this  is  your  wisdom  and  your 
understanding  in  the  sight  of  the  nations, 
which  shall  hear  all  these  statutes,  and  say. 
Surely  this  great  nation  is  a  wise  and  under- 
standing people"  (Deut.  iv.  5.).  By  the 
help  of  these  words,  Israel  may  know  at  any 
time  whether  they  are  really  keeping  the  laws 
of  Moses.  They  have  only  to  consult  their 
own  experience,  and  determine  whether  they 
are  honoured  by  all  nations  on  account  of  their 
wisdom.  Moses  promises  that  a  reputation 
for  wisdom,  and  the  honour  that  accompanies 
it,  shall  be  the  reward  of  obedience.  If 
therefore  the  Jews  at  this  present  time  are 
obedient,  this  promise  must  be  in  daily  fulfil, 
ment.  But,  if  they  are  not  honoured  and  re- 
spected for  their  wisdom,  then  we  must  con- 
clude, that  they  are  deficient  in  obedience,  and 
further,  that  the  laws  to  which  they  are  at 
present  so  devoted  are  not  the  laws  of  IMoses. 
Now  it  is  a  certain  fact,  that  admiration  for 
the  wisdom  of  Israel  has  not  been  the  pre- 
vailing sentiment  amongst  the  nations  of  the 
world  for  the  last  two  thousand  years.  The 
Jewish  people  has  been  most  deplorably 
underrated.  Their  genius  and  their  literature 
have  been  ignorantly  undervalued,  and  the 
folly  of  the  authors  of  the  oral  law  has  been 
unjustly  visited  upon  each  and  every  indivi- 
dual of  the  nation.  We  grant  the  injustice 
and  the  impiety  of  such  hasty  judgments,  but 
cannot  deny  the  fact,  and  the  fact  proves  that 
the  laws  to  which  Israel  now  yields  obedience 
are  not  the  laws  of  Moses.  They  now  obey 
the  commands  of  the  oral  law,  and  the  nations 
have  heard  of  the  statutes  thereof,  but  no  one 
says,  "  Surely  this  great  nation  is  a  wise  and 
understanding  people."  Some  may,  perhaps, 
ascribe  this  to  prejudice,  and  no  doubt  there 
are  cases  where  prejudice  has  much  to  do  with 
the  decision,  but  this  is  not  our  case.  Our 
prepossessions  are  all  in  I'avour  of  the  Jews, 


and  yet  we  cannot  help  questioning  the  wisdom 
of  those,  who  make  such  laws  as  the  following 
a  part  of  their  religion  :  — 

2br\  ^bi  -*trn  «"?  nn  b'^n''  vh^  nD  mD:  n\"rnc 

"  It  is  not  lawful  to  knead  the  dough  with 
milk,  and  if  it  be  done,  all  the  bread  is  un- 
lawful, lest  this  should  lead  to  further  trans- 
gression, and  it  should  be  eaten  with  meat.  It 
is  also  unlawful  to  smear  the  oven  with  the 
tail  of  a  sheep  ;  and  if  it  be  done,  all  the  bread 
is  unlav/ful,  lest  milk  should  be  eaten  with  it. 
But,  if  some  change  be  made  in  the  form  of 
the  bread  whereby  it  may  be  recognised,  so  as 
that  neither  meat  nor  milk  should  be  eaten 
with  it,  then  it  is  lawful"  (Hilchoth 
Maakhaloth  Asuroth,  c.  ix.  22.).  "We  do  not 
v/ish  to  persuade  the  Jews  either  to  knead 
dough  with  milk,  or  to  smear  an  oven  with 
the  tail  of  a  sheep,  but  when  we  rem.ember  all 
the  poverty  and  want  that  is  in  the  world,  we 
cannot  help  asking.  What  is  there  so  sinful  in 
either  of  the  above  actions,  as  to  make  such 
bread  unlawful  for  the  use  of  God's  people  ? 
Has  God  forbidden  it  ?  or  has  he  so  strictly 
prohibited  the  use  of  meat  and  milk  together, 
as  to  make  this  excess  of  caution  necessary  ? 
Neither  the  one  nor  the  other.  The  law  of 
God  as  given  by  Moses,  allows  the  use  of 
meai  and  milk  together.  It  forbids  only  one 
particular  case,  the  boiling  of  a  kid  in  its  mo- 
ther's milk  :  and  to  this  the  rabbles  have, 
without  any  authority,  added  all  these  other 
commands,  and  thus  burdened  the  conscience, 
and  made  religion  an  intricate  and  difficult 
science  intelligible  only  to  the  learned,  and  not 
always  to  them.  What  wisdom  is  there  in 
forbidding  what  God  did  not  think  necessary 
to  forbid  ?  What  wisdom  is  there  in  neglecting 
or  disregarding  the  revealed  will  of  God,  and 
giving  up  the  conscience  to  the  guidance  of 
weak  and  fallible  men  like  ourselves  ?  But 
above  all,  what  wisdom  is  there  in  oppressing 
and  tormenting  the  poor  ?   The  oral  law  says 

v-in«  '?idh'7  "imo  n"7nn  ibn  i^  rry^j  b'^axi^  'd 
TCI  ^^1  nona  ~i^n  f  i  nbnni  Ti?i  bax'©  ^o 
"jtr;  ^V2r^  '2D»d  nu-u?  'ijo  ins  i«^im  mn«  nnyo 
p 
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"  He  that  eats  cheese  or  milk  first,  may  eat 
meat  immediately  after.  j 

"  He  that  eats  meat  first,  whether  it  be  the  | 
meat  of  a  beast  or  of  a  fowl,  must  not  eat  milk 
after  it,  until  the  regular  time  between  two 
meals,  that  is  six  hours,  shall  have  elapsed  ; 
because  of  the  meat  which  remains  between 
the  teeth,  and  which  is  not  got  out  by  wiping.' 
(Ibid.  2G,  28.)  Now  in  the  case  of  the  rich 
or  the  affluent,  who  can  procure  a  good  and 
sufficient  meal  of  meat,  and  can  therefore  wait 
for  six  hours,  this  may  be  no  great  hardship, 
though  even  in  that  case,  we  must  protest 
against  the  unauthorised  burden  imposed  upon 
the  conscience;  but  when  applied  to  the  needy 
and  the  destitute,  this  law  becomes  an  intoler- 
able yoke.  Just  suppose  the  father  of  a  starving 
family  who  goes  forth  to  beg  assistance  from 
the  charitable.  He  receives  a  small  portion  of 
meat,  and  hastens  back  to  divide  it  with  his 
wife  and  children.  They  partake  of  the  relief, 
but  it  is  not  sufficient  to  supply  their  wants. 
He  therefore  goes  forth  again,  and  some  friend 
of  the  poor  gives  him  some  milk  or  cheese,  he 
brings  it  home  with  thankfulness,  but  dare  not 
touch  it  hiinself  nor  give  it  to  his  children — they 
have  already  fasted  many  an  hour — they  are 
still  weak  with  hunger — a  little  of  the  milk  or 
the  cheese  would  recruit  exhausted  nature — 
the  children  cry  and  entreat  their  father,  but 
no — they  must  still  endure  the  pangs  of  hunger 
for  six  hours  more,  for  though  God  allows  this 
food,  the  rabbles  have  forbidden  it.  Is  there 
wisdom  in  this  ?  Is  God  honoured  by  such 
a  religion,  which  counts  his  permission  as 
nothing,  and  exalts  the  authority  of  the  rabbles 
above  that  of  God  himself  ?  And  may  we  not 
ask  the  same  question  of  the  following  law  ? 
1^X1  >i:i  iibn-ij  n'^n  i«  ^D'^:^r^  nrij  b'2^^n'\ 
n«Qnm  rm"io  tdq  imx  |^Dn  ini^in  bt<Ta.i'n 

^:dd  m-iD»s  D'iN^n  'jjpoi  nnis-  i3\v  notd  a'?m 

"  He  that  eats  Gentile  cheese,  or  milk  which 
a  Gentile  has  milked,  but  the  Israelite  did  not 
see  him,  is  to  be  flogged  with  the  flogging  of 
rebellion.  But,  as  to  the  butter,  some  of  the 
Gaons,  have  pronounced  it  lawful,  because 
there  is  no  express  decision  about  it,  and 
because  unclean  milk  will  not  set.  Others  of 
the  Gaons  on  the  contrary,  have  pronounced  it 
unlawful,  on  account  of  the  small  drops  of 
milk  which  remain  in  it."  (Joreh  Deah,  115.). 
Here  we  have  the  same  total  want  of  consi- 
deration for  the  poor,  and  the  same  fierce  and 
cruel  spirit.  Just  suppose,  again,  the  case  of  a 
destitute  Jewish  family,  where  the  father  is 
laid  on  a  bed  of  sickness,  and  unable  to  earn 
daily  bread  for  his  children.  The  mother, 
weary  with  tending  the  sick  conch  of  her  hus- 
band, and  her  heart,  half- broken  with  the 
children's  cry  for  bread,  goes  to  solicit  help 
from  the    ahncners  of  the  Synagogue.     She 


obtains  eighteenpence  per  month,  but  finds 
that  on  this  small  sura  it  is  impossible  for 
a  family  to  subsist ;  slie  then  goes  to  indi- 
viduals of  her  nation,  and  gets  what  she  can, 
but  still  not  sufficient  to  supply  the  wants  of 
her  children,  and  of  her  sick  husband.  In 
her  distress,  she  goes  to  some  Christian  neigh- 
bours, who  give  her  some  milk  and  cheese.  The 
pangs  of  hunger,  and  the  affections  of  a  wife 
and  mother  overcome  her  superstition,  she 
carries  this  bounty  home  and  partakes  of  it 
along  with  her  husband  and  children.  Has  she 
thereby  committed  a  sin ;  has  she  violated 
any  one  precept  of  the  Mosaic  law ;  has  she 
blasphemed  the  name  of  her  God  ?  Let 
reason,  let  the  Law  and  the  Prophets  answer, 
and  they  will  say,  No :  she  has  done  her  duty. 
But  what  does  the  oral  law  say  ?  It  says,  that 
she  has  committed  a  dreadful  sin.  And  what 
is  to  be  her  punishment,  and  that  of  her  hus.. 
band  and  children  ?  Flogging — the  flogging 
of  rebellion.  If  the  oral  law  had  power,  it 
would  lead  them  forth  to  the  place  of  exe- 
cution, and  there  inflict  stripes  without  number 
and  without  mercy.  The  bystanders  and  those 
attracted  by  the  cries  would  ask.  What  dreadful 
crime  has  this  family  committed  ?  and  the  an- 
swer would  be,  To  save  themselves  from  star- 
vation they  dared  to  eat  Gentile  cheese  and 
milk.  Gentiles  would  ask  again.  What,  is 
this  the  law  ?  Does  Judaism  teach  that  so 
innocent  an  action  is  to  be  punished  with  such 
severity  ?  and  being  answered  in  the  affirma- 
tive, would  go  away  exclaiming,  "  What 
a  merciful  religion  !  Surely  this  great  nation 
is  a  wise  and  understanding  people!"  No: 
they  would  retire  in  horror,  thanking 
GoJ  that  they  are  not  Jews,  and  that 
God  has  preserved  them  from  so  dreadful 
a  delusion,  and  from  such  iniquitous 
cruelty.  What,  then,  do  our  Jewish  readers 
think  of  this  law,  and  the  religion  of  which  it 
is  a  part  ?  It  is  certain  that  there  are  multi- 
tudes of  Jews  in  this  city  who  live  in  the  con- 
stant violation  of  this  command ;  who  con- 
stantly use  milk  supplied  by  Gentiles,  and 
yet  pretend  to  profess  Judaism  as  their  reli- 
gion. Let  all  such  ask  themselves,  by  what 
authority  they  transgress  a  command  sanc- 
tioned by  so  severe  a  punishment.  Is  it 
because  they  think  it  irrational,  or  unwar- 
ranted by  the  law  of  Moses?  If  so,  they 
attack  at  once  the  authority  of  the  whole 
system  of  Judaism.  If  the  oral  law  can  be  -1 
proved  to  be  absurd,  or  unjust,  or  cruel,  in  any 
one  particular,  its  value  as  a  divine  tradition 
is  utterly  destroyed.  l^et  them,  then,  be 
consistent  ;  if  they  reject  Judaism,  let  them 
say  so,  let  them  not  pretend  to  have  the  Jewish 
religion,  when  they  have  it  not.  lict  them 
honestly  confess  that  their  reason,  directed  by 
Scriptuic,  has  ltd  them  to  reject  it;  and  let 
them  fulfil  the  consequent  duty  of  endeavour- 
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ing  to  deliver  their  poor  brethren  from  a;  is  sufficient  to  show  that  great  inconvenience 
bondage  so  cruel.  They  must  know  that  may  arise.  For  instance,  if  a  poor  Jew  is 
these  laws  about  milk  and  butter,  and  the  art  travelling  in  this  country,  exhausts  liis  slock 
of  slaughtering,  cut  oft' many  a  poor  Jew  froiii  j  of  money,   and  goes  to   a  farm-house  to  ask 


the  last    refuge  of    the    destitute  — the    poor- 
house.      Alany   a    one  who  is    now  starving 
with  his   family,  would  be  glad  to  have   the 
relief    which     the    parish    provides,  but    he 
dare  not  accept  of  it.     Either  his  conscience, 
perverted  by  these  Rabinnical  statutes,  will  not 
permit  him,  or  he  is  afraid  of  liis  brethren, 
who  v/ould  think  that  in  going  into   such  an 
asylum,  he  had  renounced  his  God.     Those 
who  use  Gentile  milk   without  scruple,   will 
have  much  to  answer  for,  if  they  suffer  such 
oppression  and  such  superstition  to  continue. 
It  is  a  vain  excuse  for  any  one  to  say.  What 
can    1    do  ?     Any    one    individual,    however 
weak  and  uninfluential,  has  it  in  his  power, 
by  God's  blessing,  to  deliver  the  poor.     Let 
him    continually  protest  against  such  super- 
stition, let  him  reason  with  his  brethren.     Let 
him  determine  to  take  no  rest,  until  the  yoke 
is  torn  from  the  necks  of  his  nation.     He  will 
ultimately    prevail.     He  will  be  the    instru- 
ment,  in  God's  hand,   of  effecting  a  greater 
deliverance  than  that  from  Egypt,   inasmuch 
as  the  emancipation    of  the  soul  is  of  more 
importance  than  that  of  the  body.     In  this 
respect,  amongst  others,  Jesus    of    Nazareth 
has  done  more  than  Moses.     If  he  had  not 
arisen,  the  oral  law  would  have  been  universal, 
and  the  world  have  continued  either  sunk  in 
idolatry    or    slaves    to    a  cruel    superstition. 
The  cruelty  of  a  religion,  which  commands  a 
man  to  be  flogged  for  eating  that  which  God 
permits,  is  not  to  be  disputed  ;  the  prohibition 
of  Gentile  bread  furnishes  another  instance 
of  similar  inhumanity. 

err"?  pxu5  ^D  "ji-  p]«  D^oDn  iid^^  onn  ^' 
"))  ixD«  ''sx  on:  bxD  DD  10D  rmnn  p  -ip-'j? 

:'iDi  n^nn  dicq  tisx  cni-r  ib^  b:i^  "jdd 
"  There  are  some  things  which  the  wise 
men  have  pronounced  unlawful,  although  they 
have  no  foundation  for  the  prohibition  in  the 
law,  as  bread  of  the  Gentiles,  even  though 
an  Israelite  should  have  baked  it  for  him — 
and  cooked  victuals,  which  the  Gentiles  have 
cooked.  They  have  also  pronounced  it  un- 
lawful to  drink  at  a  Gentile  table,  even  those 
drinks,  of  which  there  can  be  no  suspicion  that 
wine  of  libation  is  mixed  with  them.  And 
they  pronounced  these  things  unlawful,  to 
prevent  the  possibility  of  intermarriage,"  &c. 
(Ibid.  112.)  There  are  many  remarks  sug- 
gested by  this  passage,  but  at  present  we  limit 
ourselves  to  the  prohibition  of  Gentile  bread. 
It  is  here  confessed  that  there  is  no  founda- 
tion for  it  in  the  law  of  Moses,  and  that  there- 
fore the  rabbles  have  no  authority  for  the  pro- 
hibition ;     and  yet  a  very  little  consideration 


goes  to 
relief,  he  cannot  accept  any  meat — he  is  not 
to  drink  any  milk  on  pain  of  a  flogging. 
Suppose,  then,  that  the  people  ofier  him  some 
home-baked  bread,  even  this  is  forbidden. 

;  cbwb  '-nc.^  nnn  "jri  bxD 

"  Bread  baked  by  a  private  house-keeper 
is  eternally  forbidden."  The  poor  man, 
therefore,  may  starve.  But  the  inhumanity 
appears  still  more  in  the  discussion  of  tlie 
question,  whether  and  when  it  is  lawful  to  eat 
baker's  bread.  The  rabbies  are  divided. 
Some  allow  it,  because  tlie  rule  is — 

im«  |nDi«  12)^1  -a"]?  □>»>  ':i  n:rnn  iVj^d  mm 
:  ©'DJD  w'Q'  ':  mr-nn  p  c^<  xbf< 
"  He  that  has  fasted  three  days  rnay  law- 
fully eat  Gentile  bread,  and  as  in  many  places 
of  our  captivity  there  is  no  Israelite  baker,  this 
case  is  considered  parallel  to  that  of  him  v/ho 
has  fasted  three  days.     But  there  are  others 
who   say  that  it  is  unlawful,  unless   he  has 
fasted  three  days,  in  the  strictest  sense  of  the 
word."     (Ibid.)     One  would  think  that,  in  a 
case  of  doubt,  men  that  had  the  fear  of  God 
would  naturally  incline  to  the  side  of  mercy  ; 
but    here  we  find    teachers    of  religion   for- 
bidding what  God  has  allowed,  unless   the 
victim  of  poverty  has  first  endured  the  torment 
of  starvation  for  three  days;  and  in  one  case 
actually   determining   that   a   fellow- creature 
shall  die  of  hunger,  rather  than  suffer  their 
unauthorised  traditions  to  be  broken.     If  a 
Gentile  Government  should  seize  on  a  num-. 
ber    of  unfortunate   Israelites   guilty    of  no 
crime,  and  shut  them  up  in  a  prison,  and 
then  leave  them  to  die  of  starvation,  what 
just  indignation  would  be  excited?     Every 
man    would    protest    against    such    wanton 
cruelty,   and  yet    this   is  just   what    modern 
Judaism  has  done.      By  forbidding  Gentile 
meat,  milk,    cheese,  and  bread,  it  has  con- 
signed hundreds    to    starvation.       There  are 
at  this  moment  numbers  of  individuals,  if  not 
families,  pining  away  in  want,  whose  wants 
could  be  relieved,   if  the  oral  law  did  not  in- 
terpose its  iron  front,  and  pronounce  starvation 
lawful,  and  help  from  Gentiles  unlawful ;  and 
yet  their  brethren,  who  pride  themselves  upon 
their  benevolence  and  humanity,  leave  them 
to  perish,  and  suffer  the  system  to  remain  that 
it  may  be  a  curse  to  coming  generations.     It 
is  truly  astonishing  to  see  the  indifference  of 
those  who  pride  themselves  upon  their  eman- 
cipation from  superstition,  and  who  themselves 
eat  Gentile  bread,  and  milk,  and  cheese,  and 
perhaps  meat,    without  any  scruple.      It  is 
more  astonishing  still,  how  the  nation  at  large 
suffers  itself  to  be  deluded  by  men  who  do  not 
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agree  amongst  themselves  as  to  what  the  law 
really  is.  W-^e  saw  above,  that  the  greatest  of 
the  rabbles,  even  the  Gaons  themselves,  differ 
as  to  the  lawfulness  of  Gentile  butter; — here 
we  see  that  they  cannot  agree  as  to  the  lawful- 
ness of  Gentile  bakers'  bread.  How  is  it, 
then,  that  the  Jews  cannot  see  that  their 
present  religion  of  the  oral  law  is  altogether 
one  of  uncertainty,  and  that,  therefore,  there 
is  no  dependence  upon  it  ?  Here  they  eat 
freely,  even  the  strictest,  of  Gentile  bread  ;  but 
yet,  according  to  some  of  their  greatest  men, 
they  are  thereby  committing  a  deadly  sin. 
These  wise  men  humanely  say,  that  it  is  ne- 
cessary first  10  fast  for  three  days.  Now  of 
what  use  is  an  oral  law,  that  cannot  even  tell 
us  certainly  what  sort  of  bread  it  is  unlawful 
to  eat  ?  The  Rabbinist  boast  is,  that  the  oral 
law  teaches  them  the  true  meaning  of  the 
written  law,  and  thus  saves  them  from  all 
doubtful  disputation.  But  how  can  that  be 
true,  when  the  oral  law  has  not  yet  settled 
when  it  is  lawful  to  eat  Gentile  bread  ?  If  the 
rabbles  cannot  agree  on  so  simple  a  matter, 
what  trust  can  be  placed  in  them  in  diffi. 
cult  questions  ?  The  Jews  cannot  even 
tell,  by  the  help  of  their  religion,  whether 
they  are  not  committing  a  sin,  and  leading 
their  children  to  commit  a  sin,  when  they 
give  them  a  piece  of  bread  and  butter.  How, 
then,  can  they  be  satisfied  with  a  religion, 
where  the  simplest  concerns  of  life  are  still  a 
matter  of  doubt  and  disputation  ;  and  espe- 
cially where  the  poor  are  made  to  suffer  the 
greatest  hardships,  whilst,  by  keeping  to 
Moses  and  the  prophets,  they  might  find 
relief?  But,  above  all,  how  can  they  be- 
lieve that  a  religion  is  divine,  or  its  authors 
good  and  pious  men,  when  an  innocent 
action,  nay,  the  fulfilment  of  a  natural  duty, 
is  punished  with  flogging?  There  is  no 
punishment  of  which  the  oral  law  is  so  fond  ; 
and  it  would  be  a  curious  and  interesting  em- 
ployment to  furnish  a  list  of  all  the  offences  to 
which  it  is  annexed.  Perhaps  in  nothing  does 
the  Talmud  differ  more  from  the  New  Testa- 
ment. The  New  Testament  has  not,  in  any 
one  case,  prescribed  so  cruel  a  punishment.  The 
Talmud  and  all  its  compendiums  prescribe  it 


on  the  most"  trifling  occasion.  The  maxim  of 
the  New  Testament  is  that  of  the  Old  also, 
"  I  will  have  mercy,  not  sacrifice."  Now,  if 
the  practice  of  mercy  be  more  agreeable  in  the 
eyes  of  God,  than  even  those  ceremonial  rites 
which  He  himself  ordained,  with  what  plea- 
sure can  he  contemplate  the  religion  of  the 
oral  law,  which  punishes  even  what  God  has 
allowed,  with  unmeasured  cruelty  ?  Aben 
Ezra  supposed  that  this  command,  "  Not  to 
seethe  a  kid  in  its  mother's  milk,"  was  given 
in  order  to  prevent  cruelty  even  to  the  brute 
creation  ;  if  this  be  true,  how  does  God  regard 
the  perversion  of  his  mercy,  which  pre- 
tends to  keep  this  command,  to  spare  the 
brute  creation,  by  dooming  hundreds  of 
mankind  to  starvation,  and  by  flogging 
those  who  endeavour  to  escape  from  their 
misery,  by  eating  what  He  has  nowhere  for- 
bidden  ?  If  God  has  compassion  upon  the 
beasts  that  perish,  what  can  he  think  of  those 
teachers  of  religion,  who  talk  with  such  com- 
posure of  a  fellow-creature's  fasting  for  three 
days  before  he  may  eat  bread  sold  by  a  Gen- 
tile baker,  and  who  absolutely  decide  that  it 
is  his  duty  to  die,  rather  than  partake  of 
bread  baked  by  a  private  individual  who  is 
not  a  Jew  ?  We  appeal  to  the  good  sense  of 
every  Israelite  to  answer  these  questions.  Is 
it  not  evident,  that  the  God  of  mercy  must  view 
with  indignation,  those  teachers  who  thus  mis- 
represent the  nature  of  revealed  religion,  and 
who  cause  his  holy  name  to  be  blasphemed 
amongst  the  ignorant?  But  if  those  men  are 
guilty,  a  portion  of  their  guilt  rests  upon  all 
those  who  aid  and  abet  in  upholding  the  sys- 
tem. There  can  be  but  little  excuse  for  those 
who  have  the  Law  and  the  Prophets  in  their 
hands,  and  who  therefore  ought  to  know,  that 
the  cruelty  of  the  oral  law  is  as  contrary  to 
the  character  of  God,  as  light  is  to  darkness. 
And  there  is  no  excuse  at  all  for  those  Israelites 
who  themselves  despise  these  Rabbinical  laws, 
and  yet  by  their  silence  and  Indifference  leave 
their  brethren  still  in  misery.  They  are 
answerable  for  all  the  dishonour  done  to  God; 
for  all  the  misery  inflicted  upon  man  ;  and  for 
all  the  contempt  heaped  upon  the  wisdom  of 
Israel. 
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The  Jews  of  the  present  day  have  got  one 
religion — the  Christians  have  got  another.     It 
is  much  to  be  desired  that  all  the  sons  of  men 
should  have  the  one  true  religion,  but,  as  this 
is  not  likely  to  be  the  case  for  some  little  time 
longer,  it  becomes  those  who  differ  to  examine 
the  nature  and  grounds  of  their  differences. 
Ayhatever  Jews  may  think  upon  the  subject, 
Christians   feel  themselves  bound  to  inquire 
whether  they  have  really  erred  so  grievously 
as    modern  Judaism   asserts.     The  oral  law 
brings  no  less  a  charge  aga,inst  them  than  this, 
That  they  are  guilty  of  idolatry,  and  therefore 
in  a  worse  state  than  even  the  Mahometans, 
]3"  □•'\^}i?o^^'n  i"?!^  p^D  DISSS'  nils'  id'^^'-u  n:  '72 
I2ii  D^DiH^rr  bD  Tnn  p^  n^'-om  -imm  n"n\ri  mub< 
_ :  n"3n2  iidx  dv  cncT  en  dV'ds'  nns-  cn2"i:n 
'*  As  to  those  Gentiles  who,  like  the  Ish- 
maelites,  are  not  idolaters,  their  wine  is  un- 
lawful to  drink,  but  is  lawful  for  purposes  of 
profit,  as  is  taught  by  all  the  Gaons  ;    but 
Christians  are  idolators,  and  their  wine,  even 
such  as  has  not  been  used  as  wine  of  libation, 
is    unlawful    even    for   purposes   of   profit." 
(Hilchoth   Maakhaloth  Asuroth.,    c.   xi.  7-) 
These  words  are  very  plain,  and  are  confirmed 
by  the  practice  of  rabbinists  in  every  part  of 
the  world,  who  abstain  as  carefully  from   the 
wine  belonging  to  Christians,  as  their  fore- 
fathers would  have  done  from   the  idolatrous 
libation  of  the  Canaanites.     Jews,  therefore, 
cannot  be  astonished  if  we  examine  with  care 
a  religion  that  brings  against  us  so  grave  an 
accusation,  and  endeavour  to  defend  ourselves 
against  the    charge.     We  might   ask   them, 
whether  they  behold  in  our  churches  any  of 
the  emblems  of  idolatry.       We  might  refer 
them  to  the  ten  commandments  written  up  in 
the  most  holy  place  of   our  sacred  edifices. 
We  might  quote  from  the  New  Testament 
many  warnings   against  idolatry  as  plain  and 
as   solemn  as  any  to  be  found  in  the  law  of 
Moses ;  but  there  is  a  previous  question  to  be 
considered,  and  that  is,  What  is  the  character 
of  that  system,   which  witnesses  against  us  ? 
Is  it  worthy  of  credit — can  its  testimony  be 
depended  upon  ?     If  the  oral  law  be  really 
from  God,  and  if  its  teachers  should  appear  as 
faithful  depositories  of  divine  truth,  their  tes- 
timony  would  have  great  weight.     But  if  the 
rabbles   be   detected  as  daring  corrupters  of 
divine  revelation,  and  their  religion  be  proved 
to  be  a  perversion  of  the  law  of  IMoscs,  then 


this  charge  must  fall  to  the  ground  as  un- 
worthy of  all  credit ;  and  this  is  what  we  assert. 
We  have  already  given  many  reasons  in  sup- 
port of  this  assertion,  and  now  add  some  more 
which  we  find  in  the  laws  about  "jD^  y, 
"  wine  of  libation,"  which  laws  appear  to  us 
to  be  not  only  unwarranted  additions,  but  un- 
merciful, uncharitable,  and  irrational. 

We  do  not  mean  to  deny  that  it  is  utterly 
unlawful  to  partake  of  wine  that  has  been 
consecrated  to  idols;  on  the  contrary,  we 
would  assert  this  as  zealously  as  any  Israelite. 
Concerning  things  offered  to  idols,  the  New 
Testament  says,  "  The  things  which  the 
Gentiles  sacrifice,  they  sacrifice  to  devils,  and 
not  to  God :  and  I  would  not  that  ye  should 
have  fellowship  with  devils.  Ye  cannot  drink 
the  cup  of  the  Lord,  and  the  cup  of  devils." 
(I  Cor.  X.  20,  21.)  Let  not  therefore  any  Is- 
raelite think  that  we  wish  to  defend  what  is 
contrary  both  to  the  Old  and  New  Testament. 
But  though  fully  convinced  of  the  unlawful- 
ness of  drinking  wine  or  any  thing  else  conse- 
crated to  the  service  of  idolatry,  we  confess  that 
we  cannot  see  why  it  is  unlawful  to  make  use 
of  wine  not  consecrated  to  idolatry,  simply 
because  it  belongs  to,  or  has  been  touched  by, 
a  Gentile  ;  and  yet  this  is  the  rabbinic  law. 

d:"  cnDo  nmcm  «in  cnDion  mn:o  ni  im 
'i:in  "11 1'TXD  ]"  bn  !  T\^l^'o  nio  im«  ]"'1'd  rr-run 

:  n"3ni  -nD«  i^in-i?  dd"  cnoi  in 
"  Wine  belonging  to  Gentiles,  of  which  we 
do  not  know  whether  it  has  been  consecrated 
!  or  not,    and  what  is  called  common   Gentile 
\  xvinc,  is  unlawful  even  to  make  a  profit  of, 
j  just  like  wine  that  has  been  consecrated ;  and 
!  this  is  by  the  decree  of  the  scribes.     Who- 
soever drinks  so  much  as  one  quarter  measure 
of  this  common  Gentile  wine  is  to  be  flogged 
with  the  flogging  of  rebellion.     All  wine  also 
which  a  Gentile  touches  is  unlawful  because 
he  may  have  consecrated   it,  for  the  thought 
of  a  Gentile  is  to  idolatry.     Hence  thou   hast 
learned,  that  concerning  wine  belonging  to  an 
Israelite  which  a  Gentile  has  touched,  the  law 
is  the  same  as  in  the  case  of  common  Gentile 
wine,  which  is  unlawful  even  to  make  a  profit 
of."    (Ibid.,  3,  4.)    Now  in  this  law  we  have 
first  the  unauthorised  additions  of  the  rabbies. 
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We  have  already  granted,  that  wine,  and 
everything  else,  consecrated  to  the  service  of 
idols  is  unlawful,  but  with  this  the  rabbies 
are  not  content.  They  forbid  wine  that  was 
made  by,  or  ever  in  the  possession  of,  a 
Gentile,  or  even  if  a  Gentile  has  touched  it, 
and  that  not  only  to  drink  it,  but  to  make  any 
use  of  it,  or  to  sell  it,  or  to  be  in  any  way 
employed  about  it,  so  as  to  make  any  profit 
by  it. 

-nnrrrr  ns  iDiejn  p^  :  -ncx  i-id^  ]"3  103?  T)W^b 
pD-ij  I"  m  ^nrtb  nrsD  -i3-ij^  i.s  p  vb^  K'nn^ 

lion  nj"?  -i3-£j  •  in  nion^b  i>«Vi)  nn  iDXrr  -nip^i 

"  The  wise  men  have  been  very  strict  with 
respect  to  the  common  Gentile  wine,  and  have 
pronounced  its  price  to  be  unlawful,  as  that  of 
wine  which  has  been  consecrated  to  idolatry  ; 
therefore,   if  a   Gentile   have   an  Israelite  to 
labour   with   him,    in   any  thing   concerning 
wine,  his  wages  are  unlawful.  In  like  manner, 
if  he  hire  an  ass,  or  a  ship,  to  carry  wine,  the 
hire  thereof  is  unlawful :  and  if  it  be  given  to 
him  in  money,  he  is  to  throw  it  into  the  salt 
sea.     But  if  the  hire  be  given  him  in  clothes, 
or  vessels,  or  fruits,  he  is  to  burn  them,  and 
to  bury  their  ashes,  that  no  profit  may  arise 
therefrom.     But  if  an  Israelite  has  hired  an 
ass  to  a  Gentile  to  ride  upon,  and  he  lays 
upon  it  bottles  of  wine,  then  the  hire  thereof 
is  lawful"     (Ibid.,  c.  xiii.  15,  &c.).     For  all 
this  there  is  no  authority  whatever  in  the  law 
of  Moses, — it   is    a   pure    invention    of    the 
rabbies,    who   had  but   little  respect   for  the 
divine  law,  and  no  consideration  at  all  for  the 
necessities  of  man.     It  is  evident  that  these 
additions   must,    in   many   cases,    become  so 
many  impediments  in  the  way  of  earning  a 
subsistence.     The  proprietor  of  a  ship,  or  the 
owner  of  cattle,  is  cut  off  from  one  source  of 
employment   and    profit.     Now,    even  in  the 
case  of  the  rich,  though  they  may  feel  it  less, 
this  is  an   unjustifiable  severity ;  but  in  the 
case   of  the   poor,   it    becomes  a  most   cruel 
oppression.      In  the   wine-countries,  for  ex- 
ample, a  poor  Jew  might  perchance  find  em- 
ployment with  some  of  the  growers  of  that 
article ;    but   the  rabbies    have  declared    that 
honest  industry,  in  a  matter  which  God  has 
nowhere  forbidden,  is  unlawful,  and  the  fruits 
of  it  so  abominable,  as  to  be  fit  only  for  de- 
struction.    In  this  city,  also,  many  examples 
of  the  absurdity  and  cruelty  of  this  law  might 
be   found.     Suppose   that  a  Christian    wine- 
merchant  should  wish  to  employ  some  one  or 
more  of  those  numerous  Israelites,   who  are 
destitute  of  the  means  of  earning  a  livelihood, 
and    should    therefore  offer  him   a   situation. 


that  it  is  more  pleasing  in  the  sight  of  God 
that  the  man  should  go  about  idle,  and  that 
his  family  should  starve,  than  that  he  should 
labour  honestly,  and  do  what  God   has  per- 
mitted.     Who   is   there,  except  the  rabbies 
themselves,    who  does   not   see   that  such   a 
decision  is  irrational,  oppressive,  and  unmerci- 
ful, not  now  to  speak  of  its  injustice  to  Chris- 
tian nations,  by  classing  them  with  the  idolaters 
of  Canaan  ?     But  take  another  case,  suppose 
that  some  Christian,  finding  a  Jewish  family 
in  deep  distress,  some  of  the  members  perhaps 
recovering  from  sickness,  to  whom  a  little  wine 
might  be  beneficial,  gives  them  a  bottle  of 
wine,  What  are  they  to  do  with  it?  May  they  " 
make  use  of  it  to  strengthen  their  exhausted 
frames  ?    The  rabbies  answer,  No.    May  they 
sell  it,  and  with  the  money  purchase  food,  or  some 
other  necessary  of  life  ?     The  rabbies  answer. 
No.     What  then  are  they  to  do  with  it  ?     The 
rabbies  answer,  Destroy  it,  destroy  what  would 
recruit  your  fainting  bodies — what  would  pur- 
chase  bread  for  your  starving  children— destroy 
whatmightperhapssaveyour  life,  simply  because 
we  have  forbidden  it;  and  it  is  more  important 
that  our  unauthorised  laws  should  be  preserved 
inviolate,  than  that  you  should  be  comforted 
or  strengthened    or  relieved   in    your  misery. 
This  is  the  mercy  of  Judaism.     But  we  have 
not  done  yet.     Suppose  that  the  moiher  of  the 
family  should  begin  to  reason,  and  say,  This 
wine  would  preserve  my  poor  child's  life  ;  a 
little  of  it  would  strengthen  me,  and  enable  me 
to  tend  the  sick  bed  with  more  alacrity ;  God 
has   nowhere  forbidden   it.     She  accordingly 
administers  to  her  child,  and  partakes  herself, 
when  some  Rabbinic  zealot  enters  and  perceives 
what  she  has  done.     Now  suppose  that  the 
ministers  of  the  oral  law  had  the  liberty  to 
follow  out  all  its  enactments,  what  would  be 
the  consequence  ?    The  poor  woman  would  be 
summoned  before  a  y-]  nu,   a  tribunal ;  the 
oral  law  would  be  opened,  and  her  sentence 
be.  The  flogging  of  rebellion,  as  we  have  cited 
above.  Is  this  merciful,  is  it  just,  is  it  rational  ? 
Is  there  any  thing  like  it  in  the  New  Testa- 
ment, or  in  the  religion  of  Jesus  of  Nazareth? 
The  oral  law  says  that  we  are  idolaters,  but  is 
it  worthy  of  credit  ?    Can  any  reasonable  man 
place  confidence  in  the  teaching  of  those  who 
are  so  senseless  as  to  forbid  a  perishing  fellow- 
creature  to  make  use  of  proffered  relief,  and  so 
merciless  as  to  flog  him  with  the  flogging  of 
rebellion,  if  he  regards  God's  permission  more 
than  their  prohibition  ?     But  it  is  not  only 
absurdity  and  cruelty,  which  here  are  to  be 
noticed,  there  is  also  a  certain  measure  of  that 
cleverness  which  we  have  remarked  on  former 
occasions,  which  provides  for  the  transgression 
of  the  law,   and  the  retaining  of  the  merit  of 
keeping  it.     The  above  extract  says,  "■  If  an 
Israelite  has  hired  an  ass  to  a  Gentile  to  ride 


ejther  in  his  cellar  or  his  counting-house,  the    upon,  and  he  lays  upon  it  bottles  of  wine,  then 
rabbies  say  that  he  dare  not  accept  of  it :  and  '  the  hire  thereof  is  lawful,"  and  on  this  principle 
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the  owner  of  a  ship  or  a  waggon  may  let  either 
generally  for  the  transport  of  merchandize,  and 
provided  the  word  ■wine  is  not  mentioned,  the 
Gentile  may  transport  his  wine,  and  the  Jew 
lawfully  receive  and  use  his  money,  though  if 
the  word  zvine  had  been  mentioned,  the  money 
would  have  been  so  unlawful,  that  it  ought 
not  even  be  given  to  relieve  the  wants  of  the 
poor,  but  thrown  into  the  salt  sea.  Here  the 
rabbies  betray  their  own  insincerity,  and  their 
unbelief  in  their  own  enactments,  by  their  de- 
termination to  evade  tlieir  severity,  whenever 
it  interfered  with  their  own  interests.  But 
even  if  there  were  no  cruelty,  no  contempt  for 
the  law  of  God,  and  no  evasion,  the  effect  of 
multiplying  such  observances  is  to  lead  av/ay 
the  mind  from  the  weightier  matters  of  religion. 
The  ignorant  think,  even  whilst  they  are  vio- 
lating the  ten  commandments,  that,  if  they 
abstain  from  (xentile  wine,  they  are  fulfilling 
a  most  meritorious  duty,  and  making  compen- 
sation for  their  other  transgressions.  Indeed 
the  rabbies  themselves  are  not  free  from  this 
effect,  if  we  may  judge  by  the  following 
passage:  — 

:  nm-TO  i^bv  |'r:i:  puj  '230  iid^?  n^ba  rr:^b'£! 

"  If  a  Gentile  harlot  be  at  an  entertainment 
of  Israelites,  the  wine  is  lawful,  for  their  fear 
is  upon  her,  so  that  she  would  not  touch  it. 
But  if  an  Israelite  harlot  be  at  an  entertainment 
of  Gentiles,  her  wine  that  is  before  her  in  her 
own  vessel  is  unlawful,  because  they  may  touch 
it  without  her  knowledge."  (Ibid.,  c.  xii.  20). 
Now  if  men  or  women  are  so  wicked  as  to  be 
found  in  such  circumstances,  in  the  open  dis- 
regard of  God's  law,  is  it  not  deceiving  them 
to  tell  them,  or  to  lead  them  to  suppose  that 
there  can  be  any  merit  in  any  mere  ceremonial 
observance,  even  though  it  should  have  been 
ordained  by  God  himself:  and  is  it  not  strain, 
ing  at  a  gnat  and  swallovvring  a  camel,  to  forbid 
a  poor  perishing  Jew  to  taste  wine  touched  by 
a  Gentile,  and  to  allow  it  to  those  who  are 
feasting  with  a  harlot?  Perhaps  some  one 
will  reply  that  it  is  on  account  of  the  idolatry 
of  the  Gentile ;  but  we  have  seen  in  the  first 
extract  given  in  this  paper,  that  if  wine  be 
touched  even  by  a  Gentile  who  is  not  an  idol- 
ater, it  is  unlawful  for  a  JeAV  to  drink  it;  so 
that  to  be  a  Gentile  at  all  is  in  the  eyes  of  the 
rabbies  a  greater  degradation  and  of  more  con- 
taminating influence,  than  to  be  guilty  of  gross 
immorality.  Now  we  appeal  to  the  good 
sense  of  every  Israelite,  whether  this  is  not 
to  exalt  vice,  and  to  degrade  humanity  ?  God 
chose  a  people  to  himself,  Israel  is  that  people  ; 
we  honour  them  as  such  :  but,  is  that  any 
reason  why  Israel  should  trample  upon  the  ties 
of  our  common  humanity,  and  look  upon  the 
touch  even  of  a  Gentile  who  fears  God,  as  so 
defiling  that  it  makes  wine  unfit  for  the  use  of 
a  Jew.  How  are  peace  and  charity  ever  to  pre- 


vail between  Jews  and  Gentiles,  so  long  as 
this  is  looked  upon  as  religion  ?  Yea,  and 
how  is  true  religion  and  true  fear  of  God  ever 
to  prevail  amongst  the  mass  of  the  Jewish 
community,  so  long  as  they  are  taught  that 
Israelites  guilty  of  immorality  are  more  holy 
than  a  Gentile  who  fears  God,  and  that  sin  is 
not  so  dreadful  as  uncircumcision  ?  The  object 
of  such  commands  was  plainly  to  prevent  all 
social  and  friendly  intercourse  between  Jews 
and  Gentiles  under  any  circumstances,  and  to 
build  up  an  eternal  wall  of  separation  between 
them.  This  is  very  difK^rent  from  that 
national  and  official  distinction  instituted  by 
God  himself.  The  object  of  God's  choice  was 
not  to  put  an  end  to  the  practice  of  love  and 
charity  between  the  Jews  and  all  the  other 
nations  of  the  earth,  but  to  cement  the  bonds 
of  affection.  He  made  Israel  the  depository  of 
his  oracles,  that  they  might  communicate  the 
truth  to  other  nations,  and  that  thus  the  nations 
should  feel  gratitude  for  the  benefit  conferred^ 
and  the  Israelites  feel  that  affection  for  the 
nations,  which  a  teacher  naturally  feels  for 
those  who,  by  his  instrumentality,  have  for- 
saken  error  and  embraced  the  truth.  The  oral 
law  prevents  the  fulfilment  of  the  divine  law, 
and  cuts  asunder  also  these  ties  of  amity  and 
peace.  It  makes  it  impossible  for  Israel  to 
communicate  any  blessing,  and  for  the  Gen- 
tiles to  receive  any  blessing  at  their  hands, 
and  goes  far  towards  throwing  suspicion  on 
the  divine  law.  If  there  were  no  other  medium 
of  communication,  than  the  rabbies,  between 
the  divine  law  and  the  world,  the  worship  of 
Jupiter  and  Bacchus  and  all  the  other  heathen 
deities  would  still  prevail.  How  could  the 
j  nations  ever  have  been  converted  by  those  who 
i  taught  them,  in  the  first  place,  that  God  is 
such  a  respecter  of  persons,  as  to  think  immo- 
rality in  a  Jew  less  contaminating  than  the 
mere  external  touch  of  a  pious  Gentile  ? 
Reason  revolts  at  such  proftme  absurdity,  and 
therefore  if  God  had  had  no  better  inessengers 
and  representatives  of  his  truth,  idolatry  would 
still  continue.  Some  may  reply,  idolatry  does 
still  continue,  such  at  least  is  the  sentence  of 
the  oral  law,  and,  though  grieved  that  any 
should  be  so  blind  as  to  bring  such  a  charge 
against  Christianity,  we  are  by  no  means 
angry  or  offended  at  it.  If  the  Jews  still 
believe  in  their  own  religion,  and  therefore 
think  that  Christians  are  idolaters,  it  is  their 
bounden  duty  to  say  so.  But  then  we  ask  in 
reply,  if  Christianity  be  idolatry,  how  is  ic 
that  its  doctrine  is  more  pure,  more  merciful, 
more  charitable,  and  more  rational  than  that 
of  the  oral  law  ?  Christianity  has  no  ceremo- 
nial laws  to  be  observed  by  those  who  feast 
together  with  harlots — Christianity  nowhere 
sentences  the  poor  to  flogging,  because  they 
partake  of  what  God  allows — Ciiristianity 
nowliere  represents  God  tis  an  unjust  and 
impartial  judge,  who  looks  not  at  moral  good 
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and  evil,  but  at  a  man's  nation.  Christianity 
leaches  that  true  religion  is  that  of  the  heart — 
that  at  the  day  of  judgment  mercilessness  will 
obtain  no  mercy,  and  that  God  is  the  God  of 
the  spirits  of  all  flesh.  Let  then  the  lovers  of 
the  oral  law  account  for  this  fact,  that 
Christianity,  which  they  call  idolatry,  teaches 
a  doctrine  that  glorifies  God  and  benefits  all 
men  ;  whilst  Judaism,  which  they  say  is  the 
truth,  teaches  a  doctrine  dishonouring  to  God, 
oppressive  to  the  Jews,  and  degrading  to  all 
other  nations.  Some  Jews  will  reply,  that 
Christians  are  not  idolaters ;  then  we  ask  such 
persons  how  they  can  pretend  to  profess 
Judaism,  which  has  asserted  the  contrary  for 
so  many  centuries,  and  also  acted  upon  this 
principle,  prohibiting  all  intercourse,  as  much 
as  Moses  did  in  the  land  of  Canaan.  Either 
Christianity  is  idolatry,  or  Judaism  is  false ; 
there  is  no  alternative.  Every  Jew,  therefore, 
who  asserts  that  Christians  are  not  idolaters, 
pronounces  of  Judaism  that  it  is  false.  Let 
all  such  persons  then  deal  honestly,  let  them 
renounce  v/hat  they  do  not  believe ;  and  let 
them  denounce  to  their  brethren  what  they 
think  it  necessary  to  disavow  before  Christians. 
They  are  bound  to  do  this,  not  only  to  re- 
nounce the  injustice  with  which  the  oral  law 
treats  Christians,  but  to  take  away  the  cruel 
and  oppressive  yoke  which  bows  down  their 
brethren  the  Jews.  If  Christianity  be  not 
idolatry,  then  all  the  laws  concerning  'p3  ]^% 
"  wine  of  libation,"  are  utterly  out  of  place  in 
this  country.  Then  poor  Jews  may  accept  of 
Christian  bounty,  and  the  oflices  of  kindliness 
and  charity  may  be  practised  between  Jew 
and  Christian.  Those  Jews  therefore  who 
profess  to  believe  that  Christians  are  not 
idolaters  are  bound,  by  their  obligations  both 
to  Jews  and  Christians,  to  protest  against  the 
oral  law,  and  publicly  to  disavow  all  belief  in 
it.  So  long  as  they  do  not  make  such  a  public 
disavowal,  their  professions  of  love  and  charity 
and  respect  for  the  religion  of  Christians  must 
be  looked  upon  as  hollow  and  insincere.  So 
long  as  they  make  such  professions,  contrary 
to  the  oral  law,  and  yet  frequent  the  worship 
of  the  synagogue,  which  asserts  the  divinity 
of  the  oral  la\'r,  they  must  be  regarded  either  as 
persons  who  have  motives  for  professing  what 
they  do  not  feel,  or  who  want  moral  courage 
to  renounce  what  they  disapprove.  These 
remarks  apply  particularly  to  those  Israelites 


who  have  practically  forsaken  Judaism,  who 
associate  with  Christians,  eat  Gentile  food,  and 
drink  Gentile  wine,  and  some  of  whom  perhaps 
even  deal  in  it  as  an  article  of  merchandize. 
Such  persons,  though  Israelites  by  nation,  are 
not  Jews  by  religion,  at  least  according  to  that 
sense  in  which  the  word  Jew  has  been  used 
both  by  Israel  and  Gentile  nations  for  the  last 
two  thousand  years.  Such  persons  cannot 
pretend  to  be  professors  of  the  Jewish  persua- 
sion. Any  one  who  is  in  the  habit  of  drinking 
Gentile  wine  has  practically  forsaken  Judaism, 
just  as  much  as  if  he  had  assumed  the  turban 
and  professed  himself  a  I^Iahometan.  It 
becomes  such  persons  especially  to  make  a 
stand  against  the  oral  lav/,  and  to  declare  pub- 
licly  what  their  religion  is,  and  whether  they 
have  any  fixed  principles  at  all.  They  cannot 
be  regarded  as  Christians,  for  they  have  not 
been  baptized ;  they  cannot  say  that  they  are 
Jews,  ibr  they  have  forsaken  Judaism  ;  they 
cannot  assert  that  they  have  the  religion  of 
Moses,  for  unless  that  religion  be  found 
amongst  Christians,  it  does  not  exist.  There 
is  no  body  of  religionists  to  be  found  in  this 
country  who  profess  themselves  Mosaists.  In 
the  synagogue  the  oral  law  is  professed ;  in 
the  Church  Christianity  is  professed ;  but 
where  is  the  place  of  worship  frequented  by 
those  who  have  forsaken  Judaism  without 
embracing  Christianity  ?  Such  persons  appear 
in  a  light  that  is  not  at  all  advantageous  to 
their  principles.  In  private  they  profess  to 
abhor  the  intolerance  of  the  oral  law,  they  vio- 
late its  precepts,  and  yet  on  the  occasion  of  the 
great  Jewish  fasts  and  festivals  they  are  to  be 
seen  in  the  synagogue  joining  in  the  worship, 
and  observing  the  rites  of  the  oral  law.  What 
then  are  we  to  believe  concerning  such 
persons  ?  Are  they  indiiferentists  who  have 
no  religion  at  ail  ?  or  are  they  secret  admirers 
of  the  oral  law,  who,  for  worldly  purposes, 
deny  it  when  occasion  suits,  and  conform  to  it 
when  the  conscience  is  uneasy  ?  We  are  far 
from  pronouncing  them  either  one  or  the  other, 
but  simply  propose  these  questions  for  their 
own  consideration,  remind  them  of  the  equi- 
vocal light  in  which  they  appear,  and  would 
give  them  advice  similar  to  that  of  Elijah  to 
their  forefathers.  If  the  oral  law  be  true 
religion,  profess  and  practise  it.  If  the  oral 
law  be  erroneous,  superstitious,  and  unchari- 
table, renounce  it  openly  and  honestly. 


Lomlon:-Sold  at  the  London  Society's  Office,  16,  Exeter-hall,  Strand  ;  by  James  Duncan,  Paternostcr- 
row;  a«i(i  B.  Weitheim,  57,  Aldersgate-street.  This  publication  may  be  had  by  applying  at  No.  5, 
No.  7,  or  No.  13,  Palestine-place,  iiethnal-green ;  also,  at  No.  10,  New  street,  Bishopsgate  stiect. 


Mailiitosli,  Printer,  20,  (irtat  New-strtct,  London. 


a  b  ^  If 


n  1  n  ^  n  :2 


TiD  n  n^f^i'^  •  oh^i;  mnn:^  V7.s:^i  ism  DO-n  '?;;  ii^i/ 


THE  OLD  PATHS."-J£R.  vi.  16. 


Number  55.] 


FRIDAY,  JxVNUARY  27,  1837. 


Price  One-Penny 


Modern  Judaism,  or  the  religion  of  the 
Jews,  as  it  is  professed  by  the  majority  of  the 
nation  scattered  through  the  world,  confessedly 
consists  of  two  parts.  The  first  is  composed 
of  those  laws  which  are  HTinn  ])2,  i.  e.,  which 
are  either  really  found  in  the  written  law,  or 
are  supposed  to  be  based  upon  some  passage 
of  it.  The  second,  of  those  laws  which  are 
DnClDH  nno  "  of  the  words  of  the  scribes," 
and  which  are,  therefore,  mere  human  institu- 
tions. Concerning  those  that  were  given  by 
God,  we  readily  grant  that  they  can  be  changed 
or  abrogated  only  by  God  himself.  But  re- 
specting the  latter,  both  reason  and  Scripture 
concur  in  assuring  us,  that  what  human  autho- 
rity has  ordained,  a  similar  human  authority 
may  also  abrogate.  We  grant  that  so  long  as 
the  Jewish  polity  remained,  and  the  scribes  were 
magistrates,  their  ordinances,  so  far  as  they 
were  not  contrary  to  the  Word  of  God,  were 
binding  upon  the  Jews  :  but  even  then  those 
ordinances  were  not  immutable.  They  might 
have  been  repealed  by  the  scribes  and  magis- 
trates who  succeeded  them.  And  even  then, 
whenever  they  stood  in  opposition  to  the  Word 
of  God,  it  was  the  bounden  duty  of  the  Jews 
to  refuse  obedience.  For  what  reason  then  do 
the  Jews  of  the  present  day  still  pay  the  same 
homage  to  the  words  of  the  scribes  that  they 
do  to  the  Word  of  God  ?  The  scribes  are 
not  now  the  civil  magistrates  of  the  countries 
where  the  Jews  reside  ;  their  words,  therefore, 
carry  with  them  no  authority  wiiatever.  The 
Jews  are  now  in  different  circumstances — are 
subject  to  other  magistrates  and  lawgivers. 
The  magisterial  sanction,  which  the  words  of 
the  scribes  had  before  the  dispersion,  has  long 
since  been  lost ;  and  God  nowhere  commands 
the  Jews  in  England  to  obey  laws  made  by 
the  civil  magistrates  of  Palestine  two  thousand 
years  ago.  There  is  not  a  shadow  of  obliga- 
tion remaining ;  and  therefore  the  Jews  of  the 
present  day  have  a  full  right  to  examine  into 
their  tendency  and  effects,  and  if  they  should  be 
found  injurious  or  unsuitable  to  present  cir- 
cumstances,  to  reject  them.  If  the  words  of 
the  scribes  be  not  obligatory  by  virtue  of  di- 
vine authority,  the  only  imaginable  reason  for 
observing  them  is  the  supposition  that  they 
are  conducive  to  the  welfare  and  happiness  of 
Israel,  but  if  it  can  be  shown  that  this  sup- 
position is  false,  then  both  reason  and  religion 
would  suggest  the  wisdom  of  rejeciing  them. 


We  have  already  shown  of  several  such  laws 
that  they  are  alike  noxious  to  man  and  dis- 
honouring to  God,  and  think  now  to  exhibit  a 
similar  result  with  regard  to  the  laws  concerning 
inourncrs  fo7-  the  dead.  Of  many  of  these  it 
is  confessed  that  they  are  not  of  God,  but 
simply  ordinances  of  the  scribes  :  thus,  of  the 
command  to  mourn  seven  days,  it  is  acknow- 
ledged, that  it  is  not  to  be  found   in  the  law. 

*'  The  only  mourning  commanded  in  the 
law  is  that  on  the  first  day,  which  is  the  day 
of  the  death  and  of  the  burial.  But  that  of 
the  rest  of  the  seven  days  is  not  an  ordinance 
of  the  law."  (Hilchoth  Avel.,  c  i.  1.)  And 
thus  with  regard  to  the  various  things  from 
which  the  mourner  is  to  abstain  during  those 
seven  days,  it  is  acknov;ledged  expressly  that 
the  command  is  altogether  an  ordinance  of  the 
scribes. 

Dnabi  -\tDb  "nct^  •  Dnnno  wiy  "i.x\r;m  rrnnn 
•  '?i:rn  n«  biro"?!  •  in'^o  '^'>yd^}^  •  fiDbi  •  ^nmbi 
n«  t^^i7^  •  min  nmi  ^\^^•pb'\  •  hdx^o  miwi"'':! 

"  These  are  the  things  which  the  mourner 
is  prohibited  from  doing,  according  to  the  law, 
on  the  first  day,  but  according  to  the  words  of 
the  scribes  on  the  remaining  days — shaving, 
v/ashing  the  clothes,  bathing,  anointing,  duty 
of  marriage,  putting  on  shoes,  working, 
reading  in  the  words  of  the  law,  elevating  the 
chair,  uncovering  the  head,  asking  after  the 
peace  of  any  one."  ( Ibid.,  c.  v.)  As  therefore 
the  rabbles  themselves  do  not  pretend  that 
abstinence  from  these  things  during  those  days 
of  mourning  is  required  in  the  law ;  and  it  is 
further  a  matter  of  fact,  that  this  abstinence 
is  not  inculcated  by  the  laws  of  the  land,  it 
naturally  becomes  a  question,  Why  then  do  the 
Jews  now  observe  these  rites  .''  Are  they  con- 
ducive to  the  happiness  and  welfare  of  Israel  ? 
We  might  doubt  respecting  several  of  them, 
but  one  is  so  obviously  oppressive  to  the  poor 
as  to  be  almost  beyond  controversy  ;  we  mean 
the  prohibition  to  work  during  the  seven  days' 
mourning.  We  do  not  mean  to  deny,  that 
when  death  enters  a  family,  it  is  a  providen- 
tial call  to  humiliation  and  serious  reflection, 
and  that  therefore  those  who  can  siiould  with- 
draw for  a  while  from  their  every-day  occu- 
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patlon,  and  seek  by  prayer  and  penitence  to 
have  the  affliction  turned  into  a  blessing.  But 
to  require  of  those  vvho  have  not  food  for 
themselves  or  their  families  to  embitter  their 
cup  of  sorrow  by  adding  the  pangs  of  hunger, 
is  to  act  the  part  of  an  inconsiderate  and  mer- 
ciless tyrant,  and  this  is  what  the  oral  law  does. 
It  says — 

J  wn  "jini  rry:i?2  n^u""  '3»  rrrr 
"  All  the  first  three  days  it  is  unlawful  to 
work,  even  though  the  man  should  be  so 
poor  as  to  live  on  alms.  But  after  that,  if  he 
be  poor,  he  may  work  privately  in  his  own 
house."  Thus,  all  those  whose  business  lies 
out  of  doors,  and  who  are  obliged  to  wander 
about  in  order  to  get  a  livelihood,  are  com- 
pletely cut  off  from  the  possibility  of  supply- 
ing the  wants  of  their  family.  The  law  was 
evidently  made  under  very  different  circum- 
stances from  those  in  which  the  Jewish  people 
is  now  found.  It  presupposes  that  every  one 
has  got  some  trade  or  occupation  whereby  he 
can  earn  his  bread  at  home,  but  tiiis  is  not  the 
case  at  present.  A  large  proportion  of  the 
people,  in  every  part  of  the  world,  now  get  a 
living  by  frequenting  the  public  resorts  of 
men  :  to  forbid  these,  then,  from  going  forth 
to  their  work,  is  equivalent  to  forbidding  them 
to  eat  during  seven  days.  Why  then  should 
Israel  be  bound  by  these  laws,  which  even, 
according  to  the  confession  of  the  rabbles, 
have  no  divine  authority,  and  are  now  only 
oppressive  to  the  poor  ? 

But  it  is  not  merely  of  inconsideration  for 
the  poor,  that  the  oral  law  is  guilty :  we  have 
more  than  once  remarked  the  proud  contempt 
with  which  it  treats  the  poor  and  the  unlearned, 
and  are  sorry  to  find  it  even  in  (he  laws  con- 
cerning the  last  sad  offices  to  humanity. 

5  n"n  pi^^inn  ynxn  en  rV'n  •:2:ir\r[ 

"  If  there  be  two  persons  dead  in  a  city  at 
once,  he  that  died  first,  is  first  to  be  carried 
forth  to  burial,  and  then  the  second.  But  if 
one  of  them  be  a  wise  man,  and  the  other  the 
disciple  of  a  wise  man,  the  wise  man  is  to 
have  the  precedency.  If  one  be  the  disciple 
of  a  wise  man  and  the  other  an  unlearned 
man  (amhaaretz),  the  disciple  of  the  wiso  man 
is  to  be  carried  forth  first."  (Joreh  Deah, 
354.)  We  do  not  here  object  to  the  practical 
result,  but  to  the  spirit  of  the  law.  God  has 
ordained  different  ranks  and  grades  of  society, 
and  wills,  therefore,  that  honour  should  be 
given  to  wliom  honour  is  due,  and  the  common 
course  of  the  world  brings  men  and  things  to 
their  level.  But  the  doctors  of  the  oral  law 
•were  determined  not  to  leave  their  poslhunious 
honour  to  the  natural  course  of  events,  but 
whilst  they  lived,  took  the  matter  into  their 


own  hands,  and  decreed  that  the  honour  paid 
them  in  life  should  also  be  rendered  to  their 
poor  bodies  after  death  ;  and  that  no  plebeian 
or  unlearned  person  should  take  precedency, 
even  in  the  last  sad  memento  of  human  frailty. 
After  death  there  is  but  little  difference 
between  the  learned  and  the  unlearned,  and 
the  real  difference  is  made,  not  by  their  pre- 
vious learning  or  ignorance,  but  by  their  moral 
worth.  An  unlearned  man  may  be,  and  often 
is,  far  more  beloved  by  man,  and  far  more 
pleasing  in  the  sight  of  God,  than  the  most 
learned,  and  therefore,  when  death  has 
destroyed  the  imaginary  distinctions  of  time, 
if  religion  makes  any  difference  between  the 
dead,  it  surely  ought  to  make  it  according  to 
that  estimate,  which  is  eternal.  But  the  reli- 
gion of  the  oral  law  cannot  forget  worldly 
distinction,  even  in  the  solemn  moment  of 
death,  and  therefore  commands,  that  as  the 
unlearned  man,  no  matter  what  his  moral 
worth  may  have  been,  has  been  despised  in  his 
life,  he  should  still  bear  the  marks  of  dis- 
honour even  in  his  death  and  burial.  But  the 
homage  which  the  oral  law  pays  to  wealth  and 
mere  worldly  distinction,  is  still  more  apparent 
in  its  commands  respecting  the  measure  of 
lamentation  to  be  dealt  out  to  the  deceased. 
It  says,  on  this  subject — 

"  The  sons  of  the  rich  are  to  be  regarded  as 
the  sons  of  the  wise  men  ;  and  the  sons  of  the 
wise  men  as  the  sons  of  kings,  with  regard  to 
praising  their  deeds."  (Ibid.,  344.)  Here 
there  is  no  concealment.  The  learned  makers 
of  the  oral  law  choose  to  have  their 
children  honoured  witli  the  honours  of  royalty, 
and  show  that,  however  highly  they  might 
prize  their  learning,  they  had  a  due  estimate 
of  the  value  of  wealth  ;  and  that  however  they 
might  despise  the  unlearned,  their  contempt 
might  be  moderated,  if  the  object  of  it  was 
only  rich.  In  the  world,  we  arc  not  astonished 
at  the  inordinate  homage  paid  to  wealth,  but 
when  the  teachers  of  religion  bow  down  before 
the  golden  idol,  and  assign  to  mere  wealth  an 
honour  which  they  refuse  to  the  piety  and 
moral  worth  of  the  poor,  we  cannot  help 
doubting  the  purity  of  their  professed  princi- 
ples, and  questioning  the  truth  of  their  reli- 
gious systen).  The  main  object  of  religion 
should  be  to  raise  men  above  the  delusive 
appearances  of  this  present  world — to  teach 
men  to  look  beyond  the  distinctions  of  rank, 
and  wealth,  and  learning,  to  that  eternal  dis- 
tinction which  the  righteous  .Judge  will  make 
according  to  man's  deeds.  And  if  there  be  one 
season  more  than  another  wliere  religion  ought 
to  disregard  the  principles  and  customs  of  the 
world,  it  is  with  respect  to  the  hour  of  death 
and  burial.  But  here  the  oral  law  still  main- 
tains its  love  for  wealth  and  worldly  distinc- 
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tion,  anil  its  liaughty  contempt  for  ignorance, 
poverty,  and  humbleness  of  station.  If  any 
additional  proof  be  still  necessary,  it  is  found 
in  the  forms  ])rescribed  on  the  death  of  slaves. 

"  In  the  case  of  male  and  female  slaves,  the 
people  are  not  to  stand  in  a  row,  nor  to  say 
the  benediction  of  the  mourners,  nor  the  con- 
solations of  the  mourners ;  but,  as  one  says, 
to  a  man  whose  ox  or  ass  is  dead,  fxod  replace 
your  loss,  so  one  is  to  say,  in  the  case  of  a 
male  or  female  slave  who  has  died."  Ibid., 
3770  Volumes  could  not  so  clearly  set  forth 
the  genius  of  Judaism,  and  the  spirit  of  its 
authors,  as  this  one  short  law.  It  exhibits 
the  founders  of  Judaism,  not  only  as  void  of 
all  true  religious  sentiment,  but  absolutely 
dead  to  all  the  natural  feelings  of  humanity. 
If  mourners  of  any  description  require  sym- 
pathy and  respect,  surely  they  are  the  mourn- 
ing family  of  a  slave,  for,  excepting  crime, 
there  is  not  anything  that  can  aggravate  the 
bitterness  of  death  more  than  slavery.  Here 
religion  should  pour  in  its  oil  and  wine,  and 
as  it  alleviated  the  miseries  of  life,  diminish 
from  the  pangs  of  death.  At  such  an  hour, 
religion  should  assert  the  liberty  of  the  soul, 
and  remind  the  children  of  pride,  that  in  the 
life  after  death  the  distinction  of  master  and 
slave  is  unknown ;  that  there  eternal  and 
spiritual  liberty  awaits  all  the  children  of 
God,  whatever  their  outward  condition  here. 
At  such  an  hour,  religion  should  especially 
console  the  survivors  with  the  hope,  that  there 
is  another  and  better  state  of  existence,  where 
the  slave  and  the  freeman  are  equally  regarded, 
and  dealt  with  according  to  one  eternal  rule 
of  justice.  But  the  religion  of  the  oral  law, 
on  the  contrary,  carries  the  degradation  of 
slavery  even  down  to  the  grave,  and  helps  it 
to  survive  the  period  of  bondage.  It  ordains 
that  the  usual  religious  rites  should  not  be 
observed,  and  places  the  slave  on  the  same 
level  with  the  brute  that  perisheth.  It  pre- 
scribes no  consolation  for  the  slave's  afflicted 
family,  but  ordains  that  his  master  should 
receive  the  same  words  of  comfort,  as  if  he 
had  lost  an  ox  or  ass.  The  death  of  the  slave 
is  looked  upon  as  nothing ;  it  is  only  for  the 
slave-owner's  loss  that  the  oral  law  has  any 
consideration.  The  fact  of  his  having  been 
a  human  being,  an  inheritor  of  God's  image, 
and  an  heir  of  everlasting  life,  is  entirely 
overlooked  by  the  rabbies.  He  was  a  slave, 
and  they  think,  therefore,  that  as  he  was 
treated  'like  a  beast  whilst  he  lived,  he  may 
be  buried  like  a  beast  now  that  he  is  dead. 
If  Jthese  slaves  had  been  Gentiles,  it  would 
not  have  been  surprising  that  the  oral  law 
shmild  treat  theni  with  such  little  ceremony. 


But  we  must  remember  that  all  such  slaves 
were  compelled  to  become  proselytes  to 
Judaism.  They  were,  therefore,  co-religionists 
with  their  masters ;  but  even  this  could  not 
procure  them  the  respect  due  to  human 
beings.  Because  the  providence  of  God  had 
made  them  slaves,  the  oral  law  endeavoured 
to  turn  them  into  beasts.  We  are  sure  that 
many  Jews  of  the  present  day  will  revolt 
with  horror  from  such  a  doctrine ;  and  ac- 
knowledge that  it  is  a  libel  upon  religion. 
They  will  be  ready  to  confess,  that  the  poor 
slave  is  a  fellow-creature,  and  an  expectant 
of  life  eternal;  but  let  such  persons  stop  to 
consider  whence  they  have  derived  these 
sentiments,  so  much  more  just,  more  merciful, 
and  more  worthy  of  religion,  than  those  ex- 
pressed in  the  oral  law.  That  they  have  not 
derived  them  from  Judaism  is  clear.  J\Iay 
they  not,  then,  be  indebted  for  them  to  the 
influence  and  atmosphere  of  Christianity  in 
which  they  live  ?  Certain  it  is,  that  the  New 
Testament  contains  very  different  principles, 
respecting  the  treatment  of  slaves,  from  those 
which  we  have  discovered  in  the  oral  law. 
But,  further,  would  it  not  be  well  for  those 
who  disapprove  these  Rabbinic  principles,  to 
ask  themselves,  why  they  profess  tlie  Rab- 
binic religion  ?  If  it  be  true  that  a  slave  is 
something  better  than  an  ox  or  an  ass,  Ju- 
daism, which  classes  them  altogether,  must 
be  false :  and  the  men,  v/ho  made  such  laws, 
must  be  confessed  to  be  very  unfit  teachers  of 
religion.  Nay  more,  Judaism  must  be  ac- 
knowledged as  a  religion  most  unfit  to  pro^ 
mote  the  happiness  of  the  human  race.  If 
Judaism  should  prevail  again,  and,  as  its 
advocates  expect,  prevail  universally,  slavery 
would  also  prevail  in  the  same  degree :  slaves 
would  again  be  compelled  to  become  prose- 
lytes, and  again  be  treated  as  beasts.  Such 
is  the  great  consummation,  the  regeneration 
that  Judaism  promises  the  world.  We 
therefore  ask  every  Jewish  reader,  Whether 
he  can  pray  for  such  a  state  of  things,  and 
whether  he  wishes  to  be  thus  enabled  to 
degrade  and  trample  upon  his  fellow-sinners? 
If  he  does  not,  there  must  be  something 
wrong  in  the  religious  system  which  he  pro- 
fesses—and if  he  only  detects  this  one  error, 
or  acknowledges  only  this  one  falsehood 
respecting  the  classification  of  slaves  with 
oxen  and  asses,  it  is  sufficient  to  shake  the 
whole  Rabbinic  fabric:  and  if  he  has  any 
concern  for  the  honour  of  the  Jewish  nation, 
he  will  endeavour  to  deliver  them  from  such 
a  foul  imputation  upon  their  mercy  and  their 
humanity. 

But  there  is  one  point  more  in  these  laws 
respecting  mourners,  which  it  is  necessary  to 
notice.  The  oral  law  forbids  the  mourner, 
as  we  have  seen  above,  to  read  in  the  words 
of  the  law  for  seven  days. 
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iiDi^i  D^ain^i  D^i^"'n3T  nninn  mipb  "nc^  b2ii 
'.  rm:«i  niDbn  ninbn  nri^Qi  m:'!!)''? 
*'  The  mourner  is  forbidden  to  read  in 
the  law,  the  prophets,  and  the  Hagio- 
grapha:  it  is  also  forbidden  to  study  in  the 
Mishna,  Talmud,  Constitutions,  and  Aga- 
doth."  That  a  mourner  would  have  no 
great  loss  in  not  being  allowed  to  study  in 
the  oral  law,  we  can  readily  believe  ;  but  why 
should  he  be  prohibited  from  going  to  the 
great  fountain  of  consolation — the  revealed 
Word  of  God  ?  If  there  be  one  season  of  life 
more  fit  than  another  for  studying  the  Word 
of  God,  surely  it  is  when  death  has  entered  a 
family,  and  reminded  all  its  inmates  that 
the  wages  of  sin  is  death.  If  a  husband  or 
wife  be  left  to  mourn  over  the  bereavement  of 
a  beloved  partner,  what  consolation  can  be 
equal  to  that  which  they  find  in  God's  pro- 
mise of  a  world  where  there  is  neither  sorrow 
nor  death,  and  where  those  who  meet  shall 
never  part  again  ?  If  children  be  left  to 
mourn  over  the  removal  of  their  parents, 
whither  should  they  flee  for  consolation  rather 
than  to  that  Word  which  tells  them  of  Him 
who  is  the  Father  of  the  fatherless  ?  Every 
reasonable  person  will  think  also  that,  when 
the  heart  is  softened  by  the  paternal  chastise- 
ment, then  is  a  peculiarly  appropriate  season 
for  learning  his  precepts  and  taking  heed 
to  his  exhortations — and  yet  the  oral  law, 
with  a  sort  of  most  perverse  ingenuity,  has 
just  selected  that  period  of  human  life,  in 
•which  the  consolations  of  God's  Word  are  most 
necessary  and  its  instruction  likely  to  be  of 
most  use,  to  forbid  the  reading  of  it  altogether. 
And  here,  the  rabbies  have  not  scrupled  to  set 
aside  the  plain  command  of  God.  God  says 
of  his  law,  "■  Thou  shalt  meditate  therein 
day  and  night ;"  and  makes  no  exception 
for  the  seven  days  of  mourning  for  the  dead. 
In  describing  the  character  of  the  righteous, 
he  says,  "  His  delight  is  in  the  law  of  the 
Lord,  and  in  his  law  doth  he  meditate  day 
and  night;"  and  pronounces  a  blessing  upon 
such  a  character.  But  the  rabbies,  in  con- 
tempt both  of  the  command  and  of  the  pro- 
mised blessing,  forbid   the   already  afflicted 


mourner  to  obey  the  command  and  to  seek  the 
blessing.  Even  when  the  Scribes  and  rabbies 
were  in  the  plentitude  of  their  power  as  civil 
magistrates  in  the  land  of  Israel,  obedience  to 
such  a  command  would  have  been  unlawful, 
as  implying  disobedience  to  the  command  of 
God.  The  law  of  God  and  the  law  of  man 
are  here  plainly  in  collision  ;  the  former 
con^anandjug  Israel  to  study  in  his  law  day 
and  night ;  the  latter  prohibiting  all  study 
for  the  seven  days  of  the  mourning  ;  but 
whenever  these  two  authorities  are  opposed, 
no  rational  being  can  doubt  that  it  is  Israel's 
duty  to  obey  God  rather  than  man.  But,  in 
the  present  day,  when  the  oral  law  is  not  the 
law  of  the  land,  when,  therefore,  the  ordinances 
of  the  Scribes  have  no  authority  v/hatever,  it 
is  impossible  to  conceive  why  Israel  should 
obey  this  prohibition,  unless  they  wish,  by 
some  public  act,  to  exhibit  their  determination 
to  transgress  the  laws  of  God.  Every  one 
who  abstains  from  the  study  of  God's  Word 
for  seven  days,  plainly  disobeys  the  divine 
command  as  given  by  Moses  and  the  prophets ; 
how  then  can  the  Jews,  of  the  present  day, 
deceive  themselves  by  supposing  that  they 
have  the  religion  of  Moses  ?  The  main 
difference  b'^tween  Heathenism  and  the 
religion  of  Moses  is,  that  the  latter  gives 
a  revelation  of  God's  will  to  guide  us  in 
difficulty  and  to  comfort  us  in  affliction.  The 
main  difference  between  a  heathen  and  a 
Jewish  mourner  ought  to  be,  that  the  Jew  flees 
for  consolation  to  God  and  his  Word,  whilst 
the  heathen  indulges  in  sorrow  as  those  that 
have  no  hope.  The  oral  law,  however,  breaks 
down  this  distinction,  and  reduces  the  Jew  to 
the  level  of  the  heathen,  by  robbing  him  in 
his  hour  of  need  of  God's  promises,  and  com- 
manding him  to  abstain  for  seven  days  from 
all  study  of  God's  Word.  These  laws  re- 
specting mourning,  then,  as  being  oppressive 
to  the  poor,  insulting  to  the  unlearned,  de- 
grading to  humanity,  and  contrary  to  the  ex- 
press precepts  of  the  divine  law,  have  no 
intrinsic  metit  to  conunend  them  to  Israel, 
and  no  claim  upon  their  obedience. 
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A  RELIGION  which  is  plainly  contrary  to 
any  of  the  Divine  attributes,  must  necessarily 
be  false.  For  instance,  God  is  a  holy  God  : 
a  religion,  therefore,  which  would  promote 
iinholiness,  could  not  have  the  Holy  One  of 
Israel  for  its  author.  God  is  also  a  merciful 
and  a  just  God:  a  religion,  therefore,  which 
is  characterised  by  cruelty  or  injustice,  cannot 
proceed  from  him ;  and  for  this  reason, 
amongst  others,  we  believe  that  the  religion  of 
the  oral  law  cannot  be  that  true  religion  which 
God  gave  to  IMoses  and  the  prophets.  The 
oral  law  is  most  unjust  in  its  laws  respecting 
Gentiles;,  slaves,  and  unlearned  men,  and  most 
unmerciful  in  very  many  of  its  enactments. 
But  if  there  be  one  attribute  more  than  an- 
other, which  is  distinctive  of  the  true  God,  it 
is  truth.  In  the  prophecies  of  Jeremiah,  He 
is  even  identified  with  truth,  as  it  is  said — 

"  The  Lord  God  is  Truth."  (Jer.  x.  10.) 
And  in  that  prediction  which  he  put  into  the 
mouth  of  Balaam,  he  says  that  it  is  by  this 
attribute  that  he  is  distinguished  from  the 
sons  of  men.  "  God  is  not  a  man  that  he 
should  lie;  neither  the  son  of  man  that  he 
should  repent :  hath  he  said,  and  shall  he  not 
do  it  ?  or  hath  he  spoken,  and  shall  he  not 
make  it  good?"  (Numbers  xxiii.  19.)  Men 
may  be  wicked  enough  to  promise  what  they 
do  not  intend  to  perform,  or  after  promising, 
may  change  their  mind,  and  refuse  to  fulfil 
their  engagements;  but  God  is  too  holy  to 
deceive  wilfully,  or  to  alter  what  has  proceeded 
out  of  his  mouth.  A  religion,  therefore, 
which  in  any  wise  tends  to  lessen  our  reve- 
rence for  truth,  or  encourages  men  to  alter  a 
solemn  engagement,  or,  what  is  still  worse, 
teaches  how  to  absolve  from  oaths,  cannot 
proceed  from  the  God  of  truth ;  and  this  is 
what  the  oral  law  does  in  certain  cases.  We 
do  not  mean  to  accuse  it  of  teaching,  as  the 
religion  of  Rome  does,  that  dispensation  may  be 
had  from  every  kind  of  oath.  On  the  contrary, 
the  rabbles  assume  the  power  of  dispensation 
only  in  the  case  of  'V^2  mS'inty,  "  rash  oaths ;" 
but  we  mean  to  assert,  that  even  that  assump- 
tion  is  contrary  to  the  Word  of  God,  and  in- 
jurious to  the  cause  of  truth ;  and  therefore, 
sufficient  to  overthrow  the  credit  of  the  oral 
law,  as  a  religion  given  by  God.  The  doctrine 
itself  is  as  follows  : — 


nrirn  itoii  n^n  vtr^  "qt  ib  nbirc  "i«  ^mnx 
i«  in«  Din'?  "j^^^D  m  nn  ibb^i  m^'2^  rM'^1snr^ 
^b  ]n\n^i  can  dmj  ;''i«5"iJ  D"ip>o2  mtDv-in  ri-^b-iDb 

rvhp  -pi  "iQ'^s-i  i^in  V7n^  ab^  ^^y^  bn^  «b  mn^n 

!  ^b  yr\D  ddh  ii  -iim  en:  d^<  bn« 
"  If  any  man  swear  a  rash  oath,  and  after- 
wards repent  of  it,  because  he  sees  that  if  he 
keep  this  oath,  it  will  cause  him  grief,  and 
therefore  changes  his  mind  ;  or  if  something 
should  occur  to  him,  which  was  not  in  his 
mind  at  the  time  when  he  swore,  and  he  repent 
on  that  account;  behold,  a  person,  in  such 
circumstances,  is  to  ask  one  wise  man  (rabbi), 
or  three  common  men  in  any  place  where 
there  is  not  a  wise  man,  and  they  absolve 
him  from  his  oath ;  and  then  it  v/ill  be 
lawful  to  do  a  thing  which  he  had  sworn  not 
to  do,  or  to  leave  undone  a  thing  which  he 
had  sworn  to  do  :  and  this  is  what  is  called 
absolution  from  oaths.  This  viaiter  has  no 
foundation  xvliatever  in  the  written  laxe,  but  it 
has  been  learned  from  Moses,  our  master,  by 
oral  tradition,  that  the  Scripture,  '  He  shall 
not  profane  his  word,'  (Numbers  xxx.  3,  in 
the  English  Bible  2,)  means,  that  a  man  shall 
not  himself  profane  his  word  in  a  way  of 
levity  and  with  a  contemptuous  mind,  accord- 
ing as  it  is  written,  '  Neither  shalt  thou  pro- 
fane the  name  of  thy  God  '  (Levit.  xix.  12) ; 
but  if  a  man  repent  and  change  his  mind,  a 
wise  man  is  to  absolve  him."  (Hilchoth 
Sh'vuoth,  c.  vi.  1,  2.)  Here  it  is  plainly 
taught,  that  if  a  man  has  reason  to  fear  any 
personal  inconvenience,  or  even  if  he  changes 
his  mind,  he  may  escape  from  the  most 
solemn  obligation  that  can  be  laid  upon  the 
consciences  of  men  ;  and  that,  after  appealing 
to  God  in  confirmation  of  his  declaration  to 
do  or  to  leave  undone  some  particular  action, 
one  or  more  of  his  fellow-sinners  can  remit  his 
duty  to  his  Creator,  and  give  him  a  licence 
to  do  the  very  contrary  of  that  which  he  had 
promised  before  and  unto  God,  that  he  would 
do.  Now  let  every  Israelite  reader  first  con- 
sult his  own  reason,  and  reflect  whether  this 
doctrine  is  agreeable  to  the  character  of  God, 
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as  set  forth  in  the  Scripture.     The  God  of  the 
Bible  is  a  God  of  eternal  and  immutable  truth.  \ 
One  of  his  peculiar  characteristics,   that   he 
keepeth  covenant  and  mercy.     A  man,  there- 
fore, who  breaks  his  word,  and  still  more  so, 
a  man    who  breaks  an  oath,  is  unlike  God. 
Is  it  probable,  then,  that  God  would  give  a 
religion   with  a  special  provision   for  making 
men  unlike  himself  ?     Again,  God  is  a  God 
of  knowledge,  and  therefore  knows  that  the 
children    of  men   are  in    a  great  degree  the 
creatures  of  habit;  he   knows   also    that   by 
habit  the  evil  propensities  are  strengthened, 
and  that  there  is  in  men  a  strong  propensity 
to  shrink  from  their  word,   if  it   cause  any 
trouble   or  damage  :   is  it   likely,  then,    that 
God  would  give   a  law,  directly   tending  to 
strengthen  that  evil  propensity  by  forming  a 
habit  of  breaking  one's  word,  even  under  the 
solemn  circumstances   of  an  oath  ?      Reason 
decides  that  such  a  law  cannot  proceed  from 
the  God  of  Israel.     Has  it  then  any  support 
in  the  written  Word  of  God  ?     It  would  be 
strange,  indeed,  if  the  Word  of  God  should 
contain    any   thing   contrary  to  reason.     As 
revealing  the  nature  of  Him  who  is  incom- 
prehensible, it  may  contain  things  above  our 
reason :  but  that  in  giving  laws  for   man    it 
should  give  him  licence  to  do  what  his  reason 
tells  him  is  directly  opposed  to  the  character 
of  God,  is  altogether  incredible.     The  rabbles 
themselves,  however,  do  not  endeavour  to  jus- 
tify  the  doctrine  by  a  reference  to  Scripture. 
They  say  in  plain  terms,  "  This  matter  has 
no  foundation  whatever  in  the  written  latv^" 
and  thus  acknowledge  that  it  is  altogether  a 
matter  of  tradition,  the  argument  against  it, 
therefore,  becomes  doubly  strong.     Every  one 
knows,  that  a  story  loses  nothing  by  passing 
through  many  mouths,  but  that  in  the  course 
of  its  progress  it  gets  so  many  additions  and  un- 
dergoes so  many  changes  as  at  last  to  be  scarcely 
recognisable.     This   circumstance   makes    all 
oral    tradition   uncertain   and    unsatisfactory, 
but  is  particularly  suspicious  when  it  appears  ; 
not  only  opposed  to   the  Scripture  character 
of  God,  but  also  favourable  to  the  evil  pro- 
pensities of  man.     If  it  had  exacted  a  more 
scrupulous  regard  to  truth  and  a  willing  sub- 
mission to  hardship  and  inconvenience  for  the 
sake  of  truth,  then,  as  opposing  the  principles 
of  self-interest,  it  would  have  been   less  sus- 
picious ;  but  when  it  actually  tells  men  that 
to  do    what   may    save    them    from    worldly 
trouble  or  personal  disadvantage  is  a  divine 
institution,  one  cannot  help  suspecting  that  it 
is  an  invention  of  men,  who  found  it  conve- 
nient  occasionally  to  escape  from  the  obligation 
of  an  oath.     But  after  all,   the  great  arbiter 
must  be  the  written  Word  of  God.     The  rab- 
bles   say.    That   it   has   been    learned    from 
Moses  by  oral  tradition,  that  the  words  "  He 
shall  not  profane  his  word"  mean  that  a  man 


shall  not  himself  profane  his  word  in  a  way 
of  levity,  but  that  he  shall  go  to  a  wise  man 
and  get  absolution  ;  let  us  then  read  the  whole 
verse  from  which  those  words  are  taken. 

:  nuji"  rso  i^^i'vn  '?d3  tot  bw  «"?  iu^dd  bi?  nc« 

"  If  a  man  vow  a  vow  unto  the  Lord,  or 
swear  an  oath  to  bind  his  soul  with  a  bond, 
he  shall  not  break  his  word,  he  shall  do  ac- 
cording to  all  that  proceedeth  out  of  his  mouth." 
Now  let  any  man  of  common  sense  and  ho- 
nesty  say,  whether  if  it  had  been  God's  in- 
tention to  forbid  all  absolution    from   oaths, 
He  could  have  employed  words  more  to  the 
purpose   than    these ;    or    whether   the   plain 
simple  grammatical  meaning  is  not   directly 
opposed  to  the  Rabbinic  doctrine  ?     God  says, 
If  a   man  swear,    he   shall  not   profane  his 
word.     The  rabbies  say,  he  may  profane  his 
word.     To  prevent  all  mistake,  God  further 
adds,  "  He  shall  do  according  to  all  that  pro- 
ceeds out  of  his  mouth."     The  rabbies  say, 
he   need    not   do  what   proceeds   out   of  his 
mouth  ;  and  yet  they  have  the  face  to  tell  us, 
that  their  doctrine  is  from  Moses,  and  is  the 
traditional  interpretation  of  words  which  sig- 
nify the  very  reverse  of  what  they  say.     It  is 
only  wonderful  that  they  should  have  referred 
to  this  verse  at  all,  and  the  fact  can  only  ba 
accounted   for   by    the  supposition  that   this 
verse  was  too  plain  to  be  got  over,  and  there- 
fore they  thought  it  best  to  take  the  bull  by 
the  horns,  by  selecting  this  very  verse  as  the 
basis  of  their  interpretation.     That  this  verse 
in  its  grammatical  construction  is  directly  op- 
posed to  the  oral  law  no  one  can  doubt,  for 
it  forbids  what  the  rabbies  allow,  and  commands 
what  the  rabbies  forbid.     But  the  opposition 
is  not  found  in  this  verse  only.     The  other 
verse   to   which    the    rabbies   also   allude    is 
equally  plain  against  it.     The  words,   "  Ye 
shall  not  swear"  by  my  name  falsely,  neither 
shalt  thou  profane  the  name  of  thy  God.     I 
am  the   Lord,"  plainly  forbid  that  absolu- 
tion   from    oaths    which   the   rabbies    teach 
not  only  as  lawful,  but  as  of  Divine  authority. 
We  know  that  the  rabbies  make  a  distinction 
between  np^  TOIIO  a  false  oath  and  a  nyil'CJ 
>V^1  rash  oath ;  but  the  distinction,  as  made 
by  them,  is  unfounded.     A  rash  oath,  accord- 
ing to  their  doctrine,  is  an  oath  concerning 
something  which  it  is  possible  and  lawful  for 
a  man  to  do  or  to  leave  undone;  for  as  soon 
as  it  interferes  with  the  fulfilment  of  a  Divine 
command,  it  belongs  to  that  class  of  oaths 
which  they  call  i^T©  mi-liu?  vain  oaths.     If, 
therefore,  a  man  swears  to  do,  what  it  is  both 
lawful  and  possible  for  him  to  do,  and  after- 
wards draws  back,  and  does  it  not,  what  man 
in  his  senses  can  doubt,  that  that  individual, 
no  matter  what  the  pretext  for  not  keeping  the 
oath,    is   guilty  of    having    sworn    falsely  ? 
What  is  it  to  swear  falsely,  if  voluntarily  to 
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refuse  to  do  what  a  man  had  previously  sworn 
to  do,  constitute  not  that  sin  ?  A  sinful 
falsehood  is  a  v/ili'ul  departure  from  truth ; 
here  there  is  that  wilful  departure  :  who,  then, 
will  dare  to  affirm,  that  such  conduct  is  not 
contrary  to  the  express  command  of  God  ? 
Rabbin ists  sometimes  say,  that  though  the 
oral  law  sometimes  commands  more  than  is 
commanded  in  the  Scriptures,  it  never  allows 
what  God  hi  '^rbiddcn  ;  but  here  we  have  a 
plain  example  or  the  contrary.  Here  the  oral 
1  w  allows  false  swearing,  which  God  has 
positively  forbidden.  The  doctrine  of  abso- 
lution from  oaths  teaches  men  to  transgress 
three  n-u^STi  ^<b  miJO  negative  precepts.  The 
man  who  swears  to  do  anything  and  then  does 
it  not,  because  he  has  got  absolution,  violates, 
first,  the  negative  precept,  "He  shall  not 
profane  his  word  ;"  he  violates,  secondly,  the 
negative  precept,  "  Ye  shall  not  swear  by 
my  name  falsely  ;"  and,  lastly,  he  violates 
a  negative  precept  more  important  than  either 
of  the  others ;  and  that  is,  "  Neither  shalt 
thou  profane  the  name  of  thy  God."  Any 
man,  pretending  to  religion,  who  should  act 
upon  these  principles,  first  swear  and  then 
obtain  absolution  from  his  oath,  would  ex- 
pose his  religion  to  the  contempt  and  indig- 
nation of  all  honest  men,  and  thereby  do  all 
that  in  him  lies  to  profane  the  name  of  his 
God.  Let,  then,  every  Israelite  who  thinks 
that  the  negative  precepts  are  more  important 
than  t)ie  affirmative,  remember,  that  in  this 
one  instance  the  oral  law  teaches  him  to 
violate  three  such  precepts;  and  let  him  re- 
flect further,  that  the  upholding  such  a  law 
as  this  is  to  profane  the  name  of  the  God  of 
Israel  before  those  who  are  ignorant  of  the 
Scripture. 

But  the  Rabbinical  doctrine  does  not  stop 
at  prospective  absolution,  it  goes  so  far  as  to 
absolve  from  the  guilt  of  perjury  actually 
committed. 

•ins-m'iji  "ip\n  ai'nb  ^V£)i  n^^in'iu  ^t£iw  >n 

np"?"©  mip  i^  33iu;  n^n  c«  ^2y^p  h'I'^  unp 
m  nrr  ^b  nTnm  CDnb  b^'O^ii  um  ri-o  n^rt  ci^ 
'■•Dx  x^^  lis-  J*"?!  •  mp'^on  ]o  ")x  pipn  ]q  -itcd 
ib^nn'\n  mip  V"?  iTnm  S«m5:"i  r\^pbb  imncs 
:  -nicD  m  '^n  imp'^nV 
"  If  a  man  swear  a  rash  oath  concerning 
the  future,  but  lies  in  that  which  he  has 
sworn,  as,  if  he  should  swear  not  to  eat  this 
bread,  and  afterwards  should  eat  it ;  and  if, 
after  he  has  eaten  it,  before  he  brings  his 
sacrifice,  in  case  he  did  it  ignorantly,  or  before 
he  is  flogged,  in  case  he  did  it  presump- 
tuously— he  repent  and  ask  a  wise  man,  and 
he  absolve  him,  behold  such  an  one  is  exempt 
from  the  sacrifice  or  from  the  flogging  :  and 
not  only  so,  but  if  they  had  actually  bound 
him  in  order  to  flog  him,  and  he  ask  a  wise 
man,  and  he  absolve  him  before  the  flogging 


has  commenced,  he  is  exempt."  (Ibid.  18.) 
In  this  Rabbinic  decision  there  are  two  cases, 
and  both  contrary  to  the  "N^'oid  of  God. 
First,  we  have  the  case  of  the  man  who  has 
broken  his  oath  ignorantly,  and  respecting 
whom  God  has  decided  in  the  following 
words  :  *■'  If  a  soul  swear,  pronouncing  with 
his  lips  to  do  evil,  or  to  do  good,  whatsoever 
it  be  that  a  man  shall  pronounce  with  an 
oath,  and  it  be  hid  from  him  ;  when  he 
knoweth  of  it,  then  he  shall  be  guilty  in  one 
of  these.  And  it  shall  be,  when  he  shall  be 
guilty  in  one  of  these  things,  that  he  shall  con- 
fess that  he  hath  sinned  in  that  thing  :  and  he 
shall  bring  his  trespass-offering  unto  the  Lord 
for  his  sin,  which  he  hath  shmed,  &c."  (Levit. 
v.  4,  &c.)  Here  God  positively  commands, 
first,  that  he  should  confess  his  sin,  and 
secondly,  that  he  should  bring  a  sacrifice  in 
order  to  obtain  forgiveness  ;  and,  by  the 
above  law,  the  rabbles  as  positively  de- 
clare that  obedience  to  these  commands  is 
superfluous.  A  man  need  only  say  that 
he  has  changed  his  mind,  and  get  a  rabbi 
to  absolve  him,  and  then  he  can  set  the 
Word  of  God  at  defiance,  he  need  neither 
confess  his  sin,  nor  bring  the  sacrifice.  How 
can  the  men  who  profess  such  a  religion  pre- 
tend to  have  any  regard  for  the  law  of  JMoses, 
or  how  can  they  with  any  consistency  reproach 
Christians  with  the  non-observance  of  the 
ceremonial  precepts,  when  they  themselves 
profess  religious  principles  which  unceremo- 
niously subvert  such  plain  commands  ?  The 
second  case  is,  however,  far  more  flagrant.  It 
supposes  a  man  to  have  sworn  that  he  would 
not  do  a  certain  thing,  but  afterwards  wilfully 
to  have  done  it — tiiat  is,  it  supposes  a  man  to 
have  been  guilty  of  wilful  perjury,  and  yet 
declares  that  he  may  be  delivered  both  from 
the  guilt  and  the  punishment,  by  going  to  a 
rabbi  and  getting  absolution.  This  oral  law, 
which  would  flog  a  poor  starving  creature  for 
eating  Gentile  food  or  meat  and  milk  to- 
gether, devises  an  expedient  for  delivering  him 
who  is  guilty  of  the  grave  crime  of  perjury — 
that  is,  though  cruel  to  the  poor,  it  is  merciful 
to  tiie  criminal.  If  this  be  not  to  violate  the 
laws  of  God  with  a  high  hand,  then  we  know  not 
what  sin  is.  Here  both  classes  of  the  precepts, 
negative  and  affirmative,  are  treated  with  the 
same  contempt ;  both  equally  trampled  under 
foot.  The  guilty  are  absolved,  not  only  from 
doing  what  God  commands,  but  from  the 
penalty  of  actual  transgression.  The  rabbles 
presume  not  only  to  absolve  a  man  from  doing 
what  he  has  sworn  to  do,  but  also  to  turn 
perjury  actually  committed  into  innocence. 
They  have  assumed  the  high  prerogative 
of  God,  have  abrogated  his  laws,  and  taught 
the  guilty  to  set  his  threatenings  at  de- 
fiance. We  verily  believe  that  the  mass 
of   the   Jewish    people   have   been    ignorant 
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of  this  gross  contempt  for  tliC  Mosaic  law,  or 
they  could  never  have  conlinned  so  long  in 
such  a  system,  nor  so  long  have  suffered  the 
name  of  God  to  be  profaned  by  the  attempt 
to  pass  off  such  a  religion  as  proceeding  from 
Him.  Now,  then,  we  call  on  every  reader  of 
this  paper  to  decide  whether  the  oval  law  can 
really  be  from  God  ?  Has  this  doctrine  of 
absolution  from  oaths  any  thing  resembling 
the  character  of  the  Divine  Being  as  a  God  of 
Truth?  Is  it  possible  that  God  should  give 
an  oral  law  directly  subversive  of  that  which 
he  has  given  in  writing ;  or  will  any  one  dare 
to  say  that  the  Almighty,  when  he  wished  to 
give  a  law  permitting  absolution  from  oaths, 
knew  so  little  of  the  Hebrew  language  as  to 
enunciate  it  in  words  which  directly  forbid  it  ? 
Let  no  one  misunderstand  us,  as  if  we  applied 
the  passages  quoted  from  the  oral  law  generally 
to  the  case  of  all  oaths,  or  as  if  we  attributed 
this  doctrine  of  the  oral  law  to  all  Israel.  We 
do  neither  the  one  nor  the  other ;  in  a  future 
number  we  hope  to  consider  the  case  of  an 
oath  between  man  and  man,  and  at  present 
our  only  intention  is  to  show  that  the  oral 
law  is  dishonouring  to  God,  subversive  of  the 
commands  given  by  JMoses,  and  injurious  to 
the  best  interests  of  the  Jewish  people  ;  nay, 
that  it  is  actually  a  libel  on  the  children 
of  Abraham ;  and  that,  therefore,  if  they  have 
any  love  to  God,  any  reverence  for  Moses, 
and  any  respect  for  themselves  and  their  breth- 
ten,  they  are  bound  publicly  to  renounce 
the  principles  which  it  inculcates,  and  by 
which  they  have  been  deluded  for  so  many 
centuries.  It  is  possible  to  do  one  of  two 
things — either  to  approve  the  doctrine  of  ab- 
solution  from  oaths,  or  to  disapprove  of  it. 
Those  who  approve  of  it  will,  of  course,  en- 
deavour to  uphold  it,  and  will  thereby  con- 
tinue the  profanation  of  God's  name;  and,  so 
far  as  they  can,  stamp  dishonour  upon  the 
religion  of  Israel.  Those  who  disapprove 
the  idea  of  a  rabbi's  absolving  from  a  so- 
lemn oath,  and  think  that  oaths  are  not 
to  be  tampered  with,  are  bound  not  only 
to  protest  against  this  particular  abuse,  but 
to  reject  the  whole  oral  law.      The  rabbles 


declare  that  this  doctrine  is  not  an  ordinance 
of  the  Scribes,  but  an  oral  tradition  from 
RIoses  ;  if  then  it  be  false,  the  rabbies  are 
again  convicted  of  passing  off  an  invention  of 
their  ov/n  as  an  ordinance  of  God,  and  are 
therefore  wholly  unworthy  of  credit.  The 
oral  law  depends  altogether  upon  the  validity 
of  the  testimony,  and  if  the  witnesses  can  be 
proved,  in  any  one  instance,  to  have  spoken 
falsehood,  the  credit  of  the  whole  is  destroyed. 
Now  this  is  eminently  the  case,  for  not  only 
have  they  said  what  is  false,  but  have  endea- 
voured to  establish  a  principle  subversive  of 
all  reverence  for  truth.  It  would  be  difficult 
for  any  man,  who  was  known  as  one  in  the 
habit  of  getting  dispensation  from  oaths,  to 
find  belief  or  credit  in  the  world,  and  he  would 
scarcely  be  admitted  as  a  valid  witness  in  a 
court  of  justice  ;  but  the  man  who  propounds 
dispensation  from  oaths  as  a  religious  doctrine, 
and  teaches  it  systematically  as  agreeable  to 
the  will  of  God,  is  a  more  suspicious  person 
still,  and  such  are  the  authors  of  the  oral  law. 
The  former  mightbe  regarded  as  a  deluded  per- 
son, who  only  broke  his  oaths  when  he  got  dispen- 
sation, but  the  latter  would  be  considered  an 
artful  underminer  of  principle,  and  a  wilful 
despiser  of  truth  ;  his  testimony  would,  there- 
fore, have  no  weight.  Now,  it  is  upon  the 
testimony  of  such  persons  that  the  authority 
of  the  oral  law  entirely  depends.  It  is  con- 
fessed, that  until  the  Mishna  and  Gemara  were 
compiled,  there  was  no  written  record  of  its 
contents,  but  that  it  was  propagated  from 
mouth  to  mouth.  If,  therefore,  it  appear  that 
those  who  transmitted  it  were  men  whose  love 
for  truth  was  equivocal,  we  cannot  be  sure 
that  they  did  not  transmit  a  forgery.  The 
doctrine  which  we  have  just  considered,  shows 
that  they  did  not  love  truth,  and  that  they 
have  actually  libelled  the  memory  of  Moses, 
the  servant  of  God,  by  asserting  that  he  taught 
them  how  to  get  absolution  from  oaths.  It 
is  for  the  Jews  to  consider  whether  they  will 
still  be  deluded  by  such  incompetent  wit- 
nesses, and  still,  even  silently,  uphold  a  doc- 
trine so  dishonouring  to  their  religion. 
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Every  one  naturally  thinks  that  his  own 
religion  is  the  true  one.  The  Mussulman 
thinks  thus  of  Mahometanism,  the  Christian 
of  Christianity,  and  the  Jew  of  Judaism,  and 
yet  it  is  plain  that  they  cannot  all  be  right 
— two  out  of  the  three  must  necessarily  be  in 
error.  What  then  is  to  be  done  ?  Are  they 
all  to  go  on  in  listless  and  lazy  indifference, 
and  leave  it  to  another  world  to  find  cut 
whether  or  not  they  have  been  in  the  right, 
or  are  we  to  lay  it  down  as  a  maxim  that  every 
one  is  to  continue  in  that  religion  in  which  he 
was  born,  whether  right  or  wrong,  and  that  there- 
fore the  Turk  is  to  remain  a  Mahometan,  and 
the  Hindoo  an  idolater,  to  his  life's  end  ? 
There  are  very  many  in  the  world  who  seem 
to  think  so,  and  who  adhere  to  a  religion 
simply  because  it  was  the  religion  of  their 
forefathers.  Now  we  grant  that  no  man  should 
carelessly  or  lightly  abandon  the  religion  of 
his  childhood,  and  have  no  scruple  in  saying 
that  he  who  changes  his  religion  as  he  would 
his  clothes  must  be  a  fool,  or  something 
worse.  But  we  must  say,  at  the  same  time, 
that  he  who  retains  his  religion,  merely  as  a 
matter  of  prejudice  or  interest,  is  not  a  great 
deal  better,  and  can  hardly  be  considered  as  a 
rational  being.  Every  being,  whom  the 
Creator  has  endowed  with  reason,  ought  to 
have  a  religion  and  to  know  why  he  prefers  it 
to  all  others.  But  perhaps  some  reader  will 
say,  I  have  a  religion — I  am  a  Jew,  and  I 
prefer  this  religion  to  all  others,  because  God 
himself  gave  it  to  Moses  on  Mount  Sinai.  To 
this  we  reply,  But  how  do  you  know  that  you 
have  got  the  religion  of  Moses?  If  you 
really  had  Moses'  religion  you  could  not  be 
wrong,  but  how  can  you  prove  that  the  reli- 
gion which  you  now  profess  is  really  that  true 
religion  ?  Your  fathers  in  the  times  of  old 
often  forsook  Moses  and  the  Prophets,  and 
taught  their  children  a  false  religion,  how, 
then,  can  you  be  sure  that  this  is  not  the  case 
with  wh-tt  you  have  got  at  present  ?  Certainty 
can  be  had  only  by  examination  and  compa- 
rison. The  Judaism  of  the  present  day  must 
be  compared  with  the  Law  and  the  Prophets. 
If  it  agrees  with  them,  then  the  Jews  have 
reason  to  believe  that  they  are  in  the  right ; 
but  if  not,  then  they  must  be  in  the  wrong. 
Our  own  firm  conviction  is,  that  modern  Ju- 
daism is  altogether  spurious,  and  plainly  op- 
posed to  that  religion  which  God  gave  to  your 
fathers.     The  doctrine   of  dispensation  from 


oaths  is  sufficient  to  prove  this,  as  was  shown 
in  the  last  number.  But  we  have  more  ob- 
jections still  to  make  against  that  doctrine, 
and  all  confirmatory  of  the  conclusion  to  which 
we  have  come.  We  saw  in  our  last,  that  if 
a  man  swear  an  oath  to  himself  only,  where 
others  are  not  concerned,  he  can  have  abso- 
lution, but  we  now  come  to  consider  the  case 
of  an  oath  made  to  another  person,  respecting 
which  the  oral  law  teaches  us  as  follows  : — 

^b  yyno  ;^x  •  n^w  ba^D:-]  irmiu  b^  ^iro^ri  Dn:i 
i«  |2"ih?i  ri-ij:  D^*  pi  •  lyitcHMj  piN"i  ^:di  x^« 

pi?o\u  ':C2  «":«  i"?  p\-ra  ^^x  oDm  'j><^3i  dtoi 
|'5^  n:  i«  pp  p!?D'i:  n^n  ib'Ci^i  n^on  looo  mw 
m  *i\nn^  ^T^n  ^t^  n3  v^ci  k':'x  ib  pTnn 
nb  n:n'  ix  i;n^  n^Tf  '\yzb^  inrinin  ix  m: 
*'  If  Reuben  should  adjure  Siineon,  and  he 
answer  Amen,  or  accept  the  oath ;  and  after- 
wards Simeon  should  repent  of  his  oath,  and 
ask  concerning  it,  he  is  not  to  be  absolved 
except  in  the  presence  of  Reuben  who  adjured 
him.  In  like  manner,  if  Reuben  should  swear 
an  oath  not  to  receive  any  profit  from  Simeon, 
or  that  Simeon  should  receive  no  profit  from 
him,  and  afterwards  should  repent  and  ask  a 
wise  man,  he  is  not  to  be  absolved  except  in 
the  presence  of  Simeon,  concerning  whose 
profit  he  had  vowed  :  yea,  even  though  Simeon 
were  an  infant  or  a  Gentile,  he  is  not  to  be 
absolved  except  in  his  presence,  in  order  that 
he,  with  respect  to  whom  the  vow  was  made, 
may  know  that  the  other  has  got  absolution 
from  his  oath  or  vow,  and  that  therefore  he 
may  receive  from  or  confer  profit  upon  him." 
(Hilchoth  Sh'vuoth,  c.  vi.  70  Now  in  con- 
sidering this  doctrine,  we  must  not  withhold 
that  measure  of  approbation  which  is 
due  to  the  rabbles.  There  is  here  a  certain 
degree  of  honesty  and  plain  dealing.  The 
rabbles  have  determined  that  where  one 
man  swears  to  another,  he  is  not  to  be  ab- 
solved,  except  in  the  presence  of  that  other, 
and  are  in  so  far  vastly  superior  in  morality 
to  those  who  hold  and  teach,  not  only  that  all 
oaths  may  be  absolved,  but  that  they  may  be 
absolved  secretly,  so  that  he  who  is 'most 
affected  by  the  dispensation,  knows  nothing 
about  it.  Bad  a#  the  oral  lav/  is,  it  does  not 
descend  to  such  a  depth  of  hypocrisy  and  pro- 
faneness.  Another  trait  which  deserves  notice 
is,  that  it  does  not  teach  that  no  faith  is  to  b^ 
kept  towards  those  who  have  got  another  reli- 


gion,  but  expressly  determines,  that  if  a  Jew 
swear  to  a  Gentile,  he  is  not  to  be  absolved 
without  that  Gentile's  knowledge.  We  readily 
admit  that  this  is  greatly  superior  to  a  doctrine 
of  dispensation,  taught  and  practised  by  some 
who  call  themselves  Christians ;  but,  having 
made  this  admission,  and  given  the  rabbies 
their  due,  we  must  also  say,  that  the  doctrine 
of  absolution  here  taught  is  plainly  contrary  to 
reason  and  Scripture,  and  if  extensively  prac- 
tised, would  destroy  all  confidential  inter- 
course or  dealings  between  man  and  man. 
Just  suppose  that  the  law  of  this  country  was, 
that  any  one  who  had  entered  into  a  solemn 
engagement  with  another,  could  be  enabled  to 
break  it,  simply,  by  calling  up  the  person  to 
whom  he  had  made  the  promise  before  a 
magistrate,  and  by  declaring,  in  his  presence, 
that  he  repented  of  what  he  had  done,  who 
would  ever  trust  another,  or  value  even  an 
oath  ?  Not  only  would  the  commercial  trans- 
actions of  the  country  be  at  an  end,  but  the 
very  bonds  of  society  would  be  rent  asunder. 
The  existence  of  human  society  depends  upon 
that  measure  of  confidence  which  a  man  can 
place  in  his  brother,  but  if  the  Rabbinical  doc- 
trine prevailed  and  were  acted  upon,  there 
could  be  no  confidence  more.  A  man's  oath 
would  be  good  for  nothing,  and  if  so,  the 
value  of  his  word  still  less.  But,  besides  this, 
the  doctrine  that  a  rabbi  may  absolve  Simeon 
from  his  sworn  obligation  to  Reuben,  is 
absurd.  If  Simeon  swear  to  Reuben  a  lawful 
oath,  no  one  on  earth  but  Reuben  can  release 
him ;  but  here  we  are  told  that  a  rabbi,  who 
has  nothing  at  all  to  do  with  the  matter,  may 
remit  the  obligation.  He  might,  with  as 
much  reason  and  with  less  profanity,  under- 
take to  absolve  Simeon  from  his  pecuniary 
debts.  That  the  dispensation  must  take  place 
in  the  presence  of  the  party  to  whom  Simeon 
swore,  is  but  poor  satisfaction,  and  would  not 
remove  the  inconvenience,  nor  diminish  the 
guilt.  Suppose,  for  instance,  that  Simeon 
should  promise  Reuben  with  an  oath,  that 
within  a  given  time  he  would  complete  certain 
business,  or  lend  him  a  certain  sum  of  money, 
or  any  thing  else  of  the  kind,  and  that  Reuben 
should  arrange  his  affairs  in  dependence  upon 
this  oath,  what  satisfaction  would  it  be  to 
Reuben  to  be  present  at  the  absolution  ?  It 
would  not  remove  the  inconvenience  nor  in- 
demnify him  for  the  loss  to  which  the  non-ful- 
filment of  the  oath  exposed  him,  nor  abate  the 
vexation  and  sorrow  which  he  must  feel  to  see 
a  teacher  of  religion,  trampling  upon  the  most 
solemn  sanction  with  which  religion  guards 
the  intercourse  between  man  and  man.  For, 
after  all,  the  main  objection  to  the  doctrine  is, 
that  it  allows  what  God  forbids,  as  we  showed 
in  the  last  number,  and  under  the  pretence  of 
religion,  makes  perjury  systematic. 

But  to  estimate  this  doctrine  fully,  and  also 


the  character  of  the  men  with  whom  it  ori- 
ginated, we  must  look  at  the  original  passage 
in  the  Talmud,  on  which  the  last-cited  deci- 
sion is  founded. 

n^n  ■?« '"  no«n  ^nai  ]nn:  m  "int^  ''?''d  'onin 
^b  ^^on  '••^:«n  "jd  idd  '3  nnn^is  n^  if)  ^nt)i 
H'O'D  b^vi  rnsT  ^noi  '^-n:  inm  ^p  mi:  ]nnn 

\^n  '"n  u'-nbai  vjfi^rf  it^x  i-io  i:?:  "i5ii:  -jboi 
b''2iip  mm  ii?:  naii:'?  impn:?  n^n^irx  mmriD 
piD^-i  j^bi  ^'^b^  n'b:o  «bi  'b  rinircx  y'x  ^^'n  '22i« 
n'Di3i  inv"T^  nr:Di?Q  «p  mrr  ^^Db  ':in\D'«  «nya 
f  na  KpT  i:j:  t^in:  i-q^d  in^i '  mTOii'cx  b'WD'ii 
pnnn  pnb  in.^  in'pii?"i  p-in3D  'n'^i^i  iibxa  m"? 
ii'12^1  ^OTEii  r-nrrc^^  ^dh  i«b  ^^n''pl^  ''is?  xp  'wq 

:  'iDT  Vici  na«  v:d2 
"  He  that  has  a  vow  upon  him,  with  respect 
to  profit  from  his  neighbour,  is  not  to  be 
absolved,  except  in  that  neighbour's  presence. 
How  is  this  proved  ?  Rav  Nachman  says, 
it  is  proved  by  the  words,  '  And  the  Lord 
said  unto  Moses,  in  Midian,  Go  return  into 
Egypt ;  for  all  the  men  are  dead  which  sought 
thy  life;'  he  said  to  him.  In  Midian  thou 
hast  vowed,  go  and  get  absolution  from  thy 
vow  in  Midian,  for  it  is  written,  rtxd'O  bir\h 
'And  Moses  was  content.'  (Exodus  ii. 
21.)  Now  this  word  means  nothing  else 
but  swearing,  as  it  is  written,  '  And  he  took 
an  oath  of  him.*  (Ezek.  xvii.  13.)  It  is 
further  proved  by  the  words,  '  And  he  also 
rebelled  against  King  Nebuchadnezzar,  who 
had  made  him  swear  by  God.'  (2  Chron. 
xxxvi.  13.)  What  was  the  nature  of  his 
rebellion  ?  Zedekiah  found  Nebuchadnezzar 
eating  a  live  hare,  whereupon  Nebuchadnezzar 
said  to  him.  Swear  to  me  not  to  reveal  this, 
nor  to  report  the  matter.  Zedekiah  swore,  but 
afterwards  he  was  grieved,  and  went  and  got 
his  oath  absolved  and  told.  Nebuchadnezzar 
heard  that  they  despised  him,  and  sent  and 
fetched  the  Sanhedrin  and  Zedekiah,  and  said 
to  them,  Ye  see  what  Zedekiah  has  done, 
although  he  swore  by  the  name  of  God  not  to 
reveal  the  matter.  They  said  to  him.  He 
got  a  dispensation  from  his  oath.  Pie  said,  Is 
it  lawful,  then,  to  get  dispensation  from  an 
oath  ?  They  said.  Yes.  He  said  again,  Is 
this  to  be  done  in  the  other's  presence  or 
absence  ?  They  say.  In  his  presence,"  &c. 
(Nedarim,  fol.  Ixv.  I.)  Now  this  passage  not 
only  illustrates  the  doctrine  of  dispensation, 
but  throws  much  light  upon  the  character  and 
knowledge  of  the  men  from  whom  the  tradi- 
tion is  derived.  In  the  first  place,  it  shows  a 
strange  confusion  of  mind  to  derive  ^xv^ 
'he  was  willing,'  from  rtba  *  he  sware;'  but 
it  is  stranger  still,  out  of  this  mistranslation, 
to  invent  a  story  of  Moses  having  sworn  and 
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got  absolution  ;  but  the  most  strange  of  all  is, 
that  any  one  should  be  found  who  can  believe 
this  a  sufficient  warrant  for  the  doctrine  of 
dispensation  from  an  oath  made  to  a  fellow- 
creature.  If  even  it  were  true,  as  the  rabbies 
say,  that  Moses  had  sworn  to  Jethro  not  to 
return  into  Egypt,  still  this  is  not  a  case  in 
point ;  for  Moses  did  not  get  absolution  from 
any  third  person,  but  received  express  per- 
mission from  Jethro  himself  to  return,  as  we 
find  in  the  chapter  referred  to,  where  it  is  said, 
"  And  Moses  went  and  returned  to  Jethro, 
his  father-in-law,  and  said  unto  him,  Let  me 
go,  I  pray  thee,  and  return  unto  my  brethren 
which  are  in  Egypt,  and  see  whether  they  be 
yet  alive.  And  Jethro  said  to  3Ioses,  Go  in 
peace."  (Exod.  iv.  18.)  If  there  was  any 
oath,  we  see  that  it  was  dispensed  with  not  by 
a  wise  man,  nor  by  any  third  person  or  persons, 
but  by  him  to  whom  the  oath  was  made.  This 
passage  is,  therefore  decidedly  against  the 
Rabbinic  doctrine,  and  therefore  the  Rabbinic 
doctrine  cannot  be  true.  The  second  case, 
cited  by  the  Talmud,  is  still  stronger  as  a 
testimony  both  against  the  system  and  the 
men.  It  tells  us  that  Zedekiah  swore  to 
Nebuchadnezzar  not  to  betray  him  in  a  certain 
matter,  which  no  law,  either  of  God  or  man, 
compelled  him  to  divulge — that  he  swore  by 
the  name  of  the  God  of  Israel,  and  yet  that 
after  this  most  solemn  transaction,  he  did  what 
he  had  sworn  not  to  do.  He  betrayed  a  man 
from  whom  he  had  received  kindness,  and 
equally  disregarded  the  obligations  of  grati- 
tude and  the  sacred  ties  of  an  oath —in  short, 
that  he  committed  perjury.  This  is,  in  itself, 
bad  enough ;  but  the  Talmud  proceeds  fur- 
ther to  tell  us,  that  this  was  not  liis  own  indi- 
vidual act,  but  the  solemn  decision  of  the 
supreme  council  of  the  Sanhedrin.  Zedekiah 
did  not  perjure  himself  without  having  advice. 
He  went  to  the  Sanhedrin,  and  they  absolved 
him  from  the  obligation  of  the  oath,  and  that, 
contrary  to  their  own  maxim,  that  an  oath  sworn 
to  a  neighbour  cannot  be  absolved,  except  in 
his  presence.  Here,  then,  the  Talmud  plainly 
confesses  that  the  Sanhedrin  did  wrong,  in 
fact  that  they  were  aiders  and  abettors  in 
Zedekiah's  perjury  ;  that,  therefore,  they 
were  men  who  had  no  regard  to  truth,  and 
no  fear  of  God  ;  and,  consequently,  that  no 
man  of  any  common  sense  would  believe  a 
single  word  that  came  out  of  their  mouths. 
What,  then,  becomes  of  the  whole  fabric  of 
Jewish  tradition?  It  depends  altogether  upon 
the  unimpeachable  character  of  the  various 
Sanhedrins  through  whose  hands  it  passed.  If, 
therefore,  we  should  find  that  any  one  Sanhe- 
drin consisted  of  notorious  liars,  the  genuine- 
ness of  the  oral  law  is  at  an  end.  But  here  the 
Talmud  itself  tells  us  that  even  before  the  de- 
portation of  Zedekiah,  the  Sanhedrin  con- 
sisted,  not   of  common   liars,    but   of  false 


swearers,  of  men  who  liad  so  little  regard  for 
the  name  of  the  Lord,  as  to  absolve  a  solemn 
oath,  of  which  that  name  was  the  safeguard. 
If  they  had  done  this  in  accordance  with  their 
traditions,  there  would  be  some  appearance  of 
consistency,  but  they  did  it  in  the  face  of  the 
tradition,  which  says  that  when  an  oath  is 
sworn  to  another  person,  absolution  cannot  be 
given,  except  in  his  presence.  When  Zede- 
kiah demanded  absolution,  they  should  have 
refused,  and  told  him  that  it  was  contrary  to 
the  oral  law  ;  but,  whether  from  fear  or  from 
self-interest,  they  acceded  to  the  king's  wish, 
and  helped  him  to  commit  perjury :  and  these 
are  the  men  who  have  handed  down  the  oral 
law ;  what  trust,  then,  can  be  placed  in  their 
word,  when  they  disregarded  an  oath  ?  The 
story  is  either  true  or  false.  If  true,  then  all 
the  Members  of  the  Sanhedrin  were  guilty  of 
perjury — if  false,  then  the  Talmud  has  handed 
down  a  falsehood  as  truth,  and  in  neither  case 
is  it  worthy  of  credit.  Surely,  it  is  time  for  the 
chosen  people  of  God  to  use  the  reason  which 
God  has  given,  and  to  examine  the  grounds 
upon  whichthey  profess  Judaism.  Theignorant 
and  the  thoughtless  may  retain  their  profession 
as  a  mere  matter  of  prejudice,  but  it  would  be 
very  strange  if  any,  who  think  religion  worth 
a  thought,  should  still  adhere  to  a  system, 
for  which  there  is  not  only  no  evidence,  but 
against  which  there  is  evidence  so  satisfactory. 
According  to  the  Talmud  itself,  and  on  its 
own  showing,  the  persons  whose  office  it  was 
to  guard  the  traditions  in  the  days  of  Zede- 
kiah, were  men  who  transgressed  those  tradi- 
tions, and  made  themselves  guilty  of  perjury ; 
what  warrant,  then,  have  the  Jews  for  believ- 
ing that  those  men  did  not  change  the  tradi- 
tions, and  hand  down  mere  inventions  of  their 
own?  What  was  there  to  restrain  them  from 
such  conduct,  if  they  could  free  themselves 
from  the  obligation  of  an  oath  by  the  name  of 
the  God  of  Israel  ? 

But  as  the  men  who  handed  down  the  tra- 
ditions are  described  by  their  own  successors 
as  wicked  and  ungodly  persons,  so  the  tradi- 
tions which  they  have  handed  down  are  of  the 
same  character,  and,  as  we  have  said,  if  gene- 
rally acted  upon,  would  rend  asunder  all  the 
ties  of  human  society,  and  beget  universal  dis- 
trust and  suspicion.  The  oral  law  plainly 
and  unequivocally  allows  a  man  to  swear  to 
his  neighbour  that  he  will  do  or  leave  undone 
something  that  his  neighbour  requires,  and 
then  to  get  absolution  from  that  oath  and  do 
the  contrary.  It  is  true  that  it  requires  tb.is 
to  be  done  in  the  presence  of  the  other  person, 
but  that  does  not  much  alter  the  matter. 
Whether  Zedekiah  divulged,  what  he  had  sworn 
to  Nebuchadnezzar  to  keep  secret,  in  his  pre- 
sence  or  behind  his  back,  is  a  thing  of  very 
little  consequence ;  the  oath  is  just  as  much 
and  as  really  broken,  and  the  results  might 
P  2 
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be  just  as  pernicious  and  injurious.  Take,  for 
example,  the  case  of  a  manufacturer,  who 
communicates  to  his  servant  some  important 
secret  in  his  trade,  and  for  his  own  security 
binds  him  by  an  oath  not  to  divulge  it.  In  a 
little  time,  the  servant,  for  gome  reason  or 
other,  finds  it  convenient  or  profitable  to  make 
this  secret  known,  and  goes  to  a  wise  man, 
summons  the  manufacturer  to  be  present,  gets 
absolution,  and  then  divulges  what  he  had 
sworn  to  keep  secret — Where  is  the  diflTerence 
as  to  all  practical  purposes,  or  as  to  the 
actual  guilt  of  perjury  ?  But,  again,  suppose 
that  the  wise  man  was  to  act  as  the  Sanhedrin 
did,  and  absolve  the  man  without  sum.moning 
the  person  to  whom  he  swore,  it  is  a  question 
whether  the  servant  would  then  be  bound. 
Zedekiah  evidently  thought  not.  All  he  was 
concerned  about  was  to  have  absolution,  and 
if  there  was  any  sin  in  giving  it,  he  evidently 
thought  that  the  onus  rested  upon  those  who 
gave,  and  not  upon  him  who  received  it. 
According  to  the  oral  law,  the  Sanhedrin 
was  wrong  in  giving  absolution  under  the 
circumstances  :  but,  according  to  the  same 
oral  law,  Zedekiah  was  right  in  obeying  their 
decision.  Implicit  and  universal  obedience  to 
the  words  of  the  Sanhedrin  and  wise  men  is 
required  by  the  Talmud ;  and,  therefore,  if  a 
wise  man  give  absolution,  even  though  he  give 
it  unlawfully,  it  is  still  the  duty  of  him  who 
is  absolved  to  obey  his  decision,  and  act 
upon  it.  A  Rabbinist  is  not  allowed  to 
reason  ;  but,  as  we  have  seen  on  a  former 
occasion,  to  believe  that  his  right  hand  is  his 
left,  and  vice  versa^  if  the  rabbles  say  so — 
and  consequently,  if  a  wise  man  absolve  him, 
he  Js  not  to  trouble  either  his  conscience  or 
his  reason  as  to  the  right  or  the  wrong  ;  his 
duty  is  not  to  dispute,  but  to  receive  the  de- 
termination as  the  words  of  the  living  God. 
The  provision,  therefore,  that  if  Simeon  swear 
to  Reuben,  he  is  not  to  be  absolved,  except  in 
Reuben's  presence,  aflTords  but  little  protec- 
tion. If  it  was  possible  for  the  Sanhedrin,  a 
body  consisting  of  seventy-one  persons,  to 
disregard  it,  it  is  surely  possible  that  any 
other  wise  man  might  disregard  it  also,  and 
absolve  Simeon,  even  in  Reuben's  absence. 
Is^ow  the  bare  possibility  of  such  occurrences 
would  make  all  promises,  whether  sanctioned 


by  oaths  or  not,  of  no  value,  and  have  the 
most  pernicious  eflPect  as  to  the  practice 
of  speaking  truth.  Men  might  reason 
from  the  greater  to  the  less,  and  say, 
If  it  be  lawful,  by  means  of  absolution, 
to  break  an  oath,  iDim  "jp,  a  fortiori,  it  is 
lawful  to  break  one's  word  without  absolu- 
tion ;  and  at  all  events  those  to  whom  the 
promise  was  given  would  be  likely  to  reason 
thus,  and  say.  If  we  cannot  depend  upon  this 
man's  oath,  much  less  can  we  place  confidence 
in  his  word.  But  what  is  worse  still,  such  a 
doctrine  is  calculated  to  make  men  despite  all 
religion,  and  to  render  them  a  prey  to  infide- 
lity. The  thoughtless  and  the  rash  are  very 
likely  to  say,  If  this  be  religion,  better  far  to 
be  without  it;  or,  to  conclude  that  as  such 
doctrine  cannot  possibly  be  the  offspring  of 
the  Divine  mind,  all  revealed  religion  is  a 
mere  imposture.  In  every  case  it  is  a  reproach 
to  the  good  sense  and  piety  of  Israel  to  pro- 
fess such  a  doctrine ;  or,  if  they  do  not  believe 
it,  to  remain  silent,  and  suffer  mankind  to 
suppose  that  this  is  the  religion  of  the  children 
of  Abraham.  So  long  as  ;hey  profess  that  the 
oral  law  is  the  source  of  their  religion,  so  long 
are  they  responsible  for  the  doctrines  which  it 
teaches ;  and  so  long  as  they  abstain  from  a 
public  renunciation  of  the  oral  law,  they  must 
be  considered  as  believers  in  its  authority.  It 
will  not  do  to  renounce  one  particular  doctrine, 
whilst  they  profess  faith  in  the  general  system. 
The  body  of  traditions  is  a  whole,  which  can- 
not be  parted.  They  all  have  come  down, 
resting  on   the  same  evidence ;  if,  therefore, 

i  the  evidence  be  invalid  in  any  one  case,  it  is 
invalid  in  all;  and  if  any  one  admits  its 
validity  in  some  cases,  he  cannot,  if  a  reason- 
able man,  deny  it  in  others.     He  may  dispute 

I  about  the  conflicting  opinions  of  the  rabbles, 
but  if  he  admit  any  one  of  those  doctrines 
which  are  called  traditions  from  Sinai,  he 
must  admit  them  all,  and,  consequently,  this 
which  professes  to  be  one  of  them.  It  re- 
mains, therefore,  for  the  Israelites  of  the  pre- 
sent day  to  choose,  whether  they  will  still 
retain  the  system  of  the  oral  law,  and  thereby 
sanction  the  dispensation  from  oaths,  or  whether 
they  will  repudiate  this  doctrine,  and  thereby 
renounce  the  whole  oral  law. 
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Wherever  there  is  an  iniernal  principle  of 
religion,  it  will,  like  all  other  principles,  mani- 
fest itself  in  external  acts,  and  in  an  external 
form  iif  rites  and  ceremonies.  It  is  just  as 
impossible  for  a  living  man  to  continue  without 
giving  any  signs  of  life,  as  for  the  religious 
principle  to  exist  without  an  outward  expres- 
sion.  It  is  the  universal  law  of  creation  that 
every  vital  principle  should  manifest  itself,  and 
therefore,  when  the  Creator  himself  was  pleased 
to  give  a  religion,  he  ordained  certain  rites  and 
ceremonies  to  give  notice  of  its  existence,  and 
to  serve  as  the  body  in  which  the  soul  should 
reside.  Rites  and  ceremonies,  therefore,  are 
not  to  be  despised,  even  when  devised  by  man, 
for  they  are  demonstrations  of  an  internal  life 
from  which  they  proceed  ;  but  when  instituted 
by  God,  they  are  doubly  important,  because 
besides  being  a  sign,  they  have  all  the  autho- 
rity of  a  divine  command.  False  religion, 
however,  is  not  satisfied  with  this  acknow- 
ledgement,  nor  this  measure  of  reverence.  It 
goes  still  further,  and  elevates  the  external  sign 
above  the  thing  signified,  by  making  the  ex- 
ternal rites  the  great  essentials  of  religion. 
Thus,  in  the  time  of  the  Prophet  Isaiah,  the 
Israelites  thought  that  the  act  of  sacrifice,  and 
the  external  observation  of  the  Sabbath  and 
holidays,  formed  the  substance  of  religion,  and 
therefore  God  told  them,  that  even  these  things, 
though  ordained  by  himself,  were  not  pleasing 
in  his  sight,  unless  they  proceeded  from  the 
living  principle  within.  "  Bring  no  more  vain 
oblations  :  incense  is  an  abomination  unto  me ; 
the  new  moons  and  Sabbaths,  the  calling  of 
assemblies,  I  cannot  away  with  :  it  is  iniquity, 
even  the  solemn  meeting."  (Isaiah  i.  13.) 
And  again  in  a  subsequent  chapter  he  says, 
••'  They  seek  me  daily,  and  delight  to  know 
my  ways,  as  a  nation  that  did  righteousness 
and  forsook  not  the  ordinances  of  their  God  : 
they  ask  of  me  the  ordinances  of  justice;  they 
take  delight  in  approaching  to  God."  (Ivili.  2. ) 
And  yet  at  the  same  tiine  he  shows  that  this 
was  all  mere  outside  work,  and  displeasing  in 
his  sight.  Wherever,  therefore,  we  find  a  re- 
ligion, which  places  external  observances  above 
the  moral  duties,  we  m.ay  be  sure  it  is  not  of 
God ;  and  for  this  reason,  amongst  others,  we 
believe  that  the  oral  law  is  the  invention  of  men. 
We  had  an  instance  in  the  subject  last  con- 
sidered, the  dispensation  from  oaths.  The 
rabbles  disregard   the   moral  obligation,  but 


make  the  mere  form  of  going  to  a  rabbi  to  get 
absolution  an  essential  requisite.  Another 
proof  is  furnished  by  their  doctrine  concerning 
The  meritoriousness  of  Circumcision,  which 
is  set  forth  as  follows  : — 

in-iD:  DJi  •  mD  12  ni  ^'^  n^cj?  mi^o  -i.st^o  N^n 
«ip:  ^Vi  •  nb'o  nu:"iDi  mnni  'i-cr  -dr^  Ti'b^ 
b's  nni  lb  mD3  rrrn^m  "jio'ou?  nr  rhxa  urrsiti. 
1DD  n^n^j  b^  HDnn   nViJo    «^m  y-i«n  n3\-i: 

«^n  nmt^DT  •  b^tyy^  ^q  b'±>  in  o^D^b  ry^ya  13'«t 

D2/'x  "inbij?  iMjiQ-oj  IX  Dmi«  b^  inni  ison  "^di 
Ilb^'5b  "pbry  ib  ^'«  d^itd  D^^yDi  rnin  wi  ■©"'ts 

•  Kin 

"It  is  an  affirmative  precept,  binding  on 
every  man  of  Israel,  to  circumcise  his  son  ; 
and  this  is  greater  than  any  of  the  other  affir- 
mative precepts,  for  there  is  a  threat  of  excision 
attached  to  it ;  and  further,  on  account  of  it, 
thirteen  covenants  were  made,  as  is  recorded 
in  the  chapter  of  circumcision.  Abraham 
was  not  called  perfect  until  he  was  circumcised, 
and  by  the  merit  of  circumcision,  a  covenant 
was  made  with  him  respecting  the  giving  of 
the  land.  It  also  delivers  from  the  judgment 
of  hell,  for  the  wise  men  have  said,  that 
Abraham  our  father  sits  at  the  door  of  hell, 
and  does  not  suffer  any  one  that  is  circumcised 
to  be  cast  into  it.  Uncircumcision  is  despised, 
for  the  Gentiles  are  reproached  with  it,  as  it  is 
said,  '  All  the  nations  are  uncircumcised.' 
(Jer.  ix.  25) :  and  every  one  who  breaks  the 
covenant  of  Abraham  our  father,  either  by  not 
being  circumcised  or  by  becoming  uncircum- 
cised, has  no  part  in  the  world  to  come,  even 
though  he  possess  a  knowledge  of  the  law 
and  good  works."  (Joreh  Deah,,  260.)  Here 
we  have  the  very  same  misconception,  which 
God  reproved  by  the  mouth  of  Isaiah  ;  an 
external  act  is  preferred  to  holiness  of  life,  and 
a  mere  preparation  of  the  body  to  purity  of 
heart.  It  is  gravely  and  solemnly  asserted 
that  the  precept  concerning  circumcision  is 
greater  than  all  the  other  affirmative  precepts, 
that  is,  it  is  exalted  above  our  duty  to  God 
and  our  duty  to  our  neighbour.  The  com- 
mand 

"jios  y!^b  nin^«i 

"Thou  shaltlove  thy  neighbour  as  thyself," 
is  an  affirmative  precept,  and  is  therefore  one 
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of  those  to  which  circumcision  is  preferred. 
The  command 

"  Honour  thy  father  and  thy  mother,"  is 
an  affirmative  precept,  and  has  a  promise  of 
long  life  in  the  land  attached  to  it.  It  con- 
cerns  our  duty  to  those,  to  whom,  under  God, 
we  owe  our  existence,  and  yet  the  oral  law 
teaches  that  obedience  to  it  is  not  so  important 
as  to  the  precept  concerning  circumcision. 
We  do  not  mean  to  deny  the  scriptural  im- 
portance  of  circumcision,  nor  of  any  other  of 
the  divine  institutions,  but  we  do  mean  to 
appeal  to  every  Israelite  of  understanding  to 
judge,  which  of  these  commandments  is  of 
most  importance.  Can  an  Israelite,  merely 
because  he  is  circumcised,  though  he  has  no 
love  to  his  fellow-men,  and  no  reverence  for 
his  parents,  be  acceptable  in  the  sight  of  God, 
or  can  he  be  more  acceptable  than  a  Gentile 
who  obeys  these  commands  ?  But  the  sweep- 
ing declaration  of  the  oral  law,  not  only 
teaches  men  that  circumcision  is  more  valuable 
than  love  to  man,  but  exalts  it  even  above  love 
to  God.  The  commandment,  "  Thou  shalt 
love  the  Lord  thy  God,  with  all  thy  heart, 
&c.,"  is  an  affirmative  precept,  and  is  conse- 
quently included  amongst  those  which  are 
stated  to  be  inferior  to  circumcision.  This 
conclusion  seems  so  monstrous,  that  one  is 
almost  afraid  of  having  misunderstood  the 
sense  ;  but  Rashi,  who  must  be  acknowledged 
as  an  authority,  goes  still  farther,  and  en- 
deavours to  prove  that  circumcision  is  equal 
in  importance  to  all  the  other  commandments 
put  together. 

mini'©  m!??Dn  b  "t::d  r^b^p'^  n'n^ 
"  It  is  equivalent  to  all  the  commandments 
which  are  in  the  law."  (Nedarim,  fol.  31, 
col.  ii. )  So  that  there  can  be  no  doubt  that 
this  is  the  doctrine  of  the  oral  law.  Now  just 
let  the  reader  consider  the  nature  of  circum- 
cision. It  is,  in  the  first  place,  an  external 
act, — it  is,  in  the  second  place,  an  act  per- 
formed  without  the  will  of  the  infant,  and  at  a 
time  when  he  can  exercise  no  act  of  moral 
responsibility,  and  yet  the  mere  act  is  placed 
above  the  highest  perfection  of  a  created  being, 
love  to  God  and  his  fellow-creatures.  But 
the  oral  law  does  not  merely  assert  this  doc- 
trine, but  gives  its  proofs,  and  the  first  is,  that 
to  the  precept  of  circumcision  the  threat  of 
excision  is  annexed.  Ofcour.se,  we  admit  the 
fact,  for  it  is  plainly  said,  "  The  uncircum- 
cised  man-child,  whose  flesh  of  his  foreskin  is 
not  circumcised,  that  soul  shall  be  cut  off  from 
his  people;  he  hath  broken  my  covenant." 
(Gen.  xvii.  14);  but  we  deny  the  conse- 
quence. There  is  nothing  peculiar  to  circum- 
cision in  the  annexed  threat  of  excision.  God 
has  pronounced  the  same  threat  against  every 
presumptuous  sin,  as  it  is  written,  "  But  the 


soul  that  doeth  ought  presumptuously,  whether 
he  be  born  in  the  land  or  a  stranger,  the  same 
reproacheth  the  Lord ;  and  that  soul  shall  be 
cut  off  from  among  his  people.    Because  he 
hath  despised  the  Word  of  the  Lord,  and  hath 
broken  his  commandment,  that  soul  shall  be 
utterly  cut  off;   his  iniquity  shall   be  upon 
him."  (Numb.  xv.  30,  31.)     Here  we   see 
that  presumptuous  transgression  of  any  one  of 
God's  commandments  will  be  visited  with  the 
same  punishment  denounced  against  the  omis- 
sion of    circumcision,    so   that   the  annexed 
threat  is  far  from  proving  that  this  precept  is 
superior  to  all  the  other  affirmative  command- 
ments.    On  the  contrary,  it  shows  that  God 
does  not  judge  by  the  external  act,  but  by  the 
state  of  the  heart,  and  that  presumptuous  dis- 
obedience of  any  commandment,  as  demon- 
strating an  utter  want  of  love  to  him,  will  be 
visited  with  the  severity  of  his  wrath.     It  is 
further   alleged,   "  That  Abraham   was   not 
called  perfect   until  he  was  circumcised,"— 
and  this  is  proved  in  the  Talmud,   by  the 
words,    "  Walk  before    me,    and   be    thou 
perfect."     But  these  words  do  not  prove  that, 
even  after   his   circumcision,    Abraham   was 
called  perfect ;  they  are  a  command  to  be  per- 
fect,   but    not    a    declaration    that    he    was 
so ;    and  it  cannot  be  urged   that  by  being 
circumcised   he   obeyed   this   command,   and 
thus  became  perfect,  for  this  would  open  an 
easy  way  of  attaining  perfection  to  the  most 
abandoned  of  mankind.     Besides,  it  is  easy 
to  prove   that   this   word  "  perfect "  is  also 
given  to  the  uncircumcision.     Long  before  cir- 
cumcision was  given,  it  was  applied  to  Noah. 
"  Noah  was  a  just  man,    and  perfect  in  his 
generations,    and  Noah    walked  with  God  '* 
(Gen.  vi.  9),  where  that  which  is  only  com- 
manded to  Abraham,  is  asserted  to  have  been 
found  in  Noah.  God  commanded  to  Abraham 
to  walk  with  him,  and  to  be  perfect ;  but  he 
declares  of  the  un circumcised  Noah,  that  he 
was  perfect,  and  did  walk  with  him.     In  this 
respect,  therefore,  even  if  the  Rabbinic  inter- 
pretation of  the  words  were  correct,  circum- 
cision has  no  superiority  over  uncircumcision. 
The  next  proof,  namely,  "  That  by  the  merit 
of  circumcision  a  covenant  was  made   with 
Abraham,  respecting  the  giving  of  the  land," 
is  equally  uninconclusive.     Long  before  the 
covenant  of  circumcision  God  had  promised 
the  land  to  Abraham,   and  that  repeatedly  ; 
and    not    only   had  promised    it,     but    had 
actually  made  a  covenant  with  him  respecting 
the  gift,  as  we  read,  *'  In  the  same  day,  the 
Lord  made  a  covenant  with  Abram,  saying, 
Unto  thy  seed  have  I  given  this  land,  from 
the  river  of  Egypt  unto  the  great  river,  the 
river    Euphrates."     (Gen.    xv.     18.)     This 
covenant    was    made    before    the     birth    of 
Ishmael ;  and  when  Ishmael  was  born,  Abra- 
ham  was    eighty-six  years   of   age;    conse- 
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quently,  it  was  made  at  least  fourteen  years 
before  circumcision,  so  that  the  assertion  that 
the  covenant  respecting  the  land  was  made  on 
account  of  the  merit  of  circumcision  is  alto- 
gether false.  God  made  the  covenant,  not 
because  Abraham  deserved  it,  but  according 
to  his  own  grace  and  mercy,  when  Abraham 
had  no  bodily  mark  to  distinguish  him  from 
the  surrounding  nations.  Here  again,  then, 
the  oral  law  asserts  what  is  false.  But  the 
rabbies  were  not  contented  with  Scripture 
proof;  they  felt  that  the  letter  of  Scripture 
was  against  them,  and  therefore  had  recourse 
to  their  own  invention,  and  have  devised  the 
fable  that  "  Circumcision  delivers  from  the 
judgment  of  hell,  for  that  Abraham  sits  at 
the  door  of  hell,  and  does  not  suffer  any  one 
that  is  circumcised  to  be  cast  into  it."  That 
this  is  a  regular  and  wilful  falsehood,  no  one 
that  has  reason,  and  takes  the  Scripture  to 
guide  it,  can  possibly  doubt.  It  implies  that 
many  who  are  circumcised  deserve  the  punish- 
ment of  hell,  and  are  led  to  the  very  door, 
but  that  Abraham  interferes,  and  delivers 
them  from  their  just  punishment.  If  they 
did  not  deserve  it,  and  were  not  liable  to  it, 
there  could  be  necessity  for  Abraham's  sitting 
in  so  unpleasant  a  situation.  The  guilt  of 
these  persons  is,  therefore,  fully  admitted, 
and  yet  the  wise  men  say,  that  out  of  regard 
to  the  mere  external  token  of  the  covenant, 
God  gives  up  his  attribute  of  justice,  and 
acquits  those  who  deserve  punishment.  But 
it  implies  further,  that  God  does  not  deal  thus 
to  the  Gentiles — that  to  them  he  exercises  all 
justice,  and  shows  no  mercy.  Abraham  looks 
on  with  unconcern  when  a  Gentile  is  brought 
to  the  place  of  the  damned,  feels  no  compas- 
sion  and  exercises  none,  and  the  Divine  Being 
himself  is  made  a  party  in  this  injustice,  and 
want  of  compassion.  Religion  is  misrepre- 
sented as  a  mere  system  of  favouritism,  and 
the  Judge  of  all  the  earth  as  a  doer  of  wrong. 
That  this  is  the  plain  drift  of  the  story  is 
plain  from  what  follows  :  "  Circumcision  is 
despised,  for  the  Gentiles  are  reproached  with 
it,  as  it  is  said,  *  All  the  nations  are  uncircum- 
cised.'  '*  Here  the  rabbies  plainly  tell  us, 
that  God  despises  the  works  of  his  own  hands, 
that  he  disdains  the  overwhelming  majority 
of  his  rational  creatures,  and  that  not  because 
of  their  wickedness,  or  their  cruelty,  or  their 
idolatry,  or  their  profanity,  but  because  they 
have  not  got  a  commandment  which  He  never 
gave  them.  The  rabbies  themselves  will 
admit  that  God  never  gave  the  Gentiles  the 
commandment  of  circumcision,  how  then  is 
it  possible  that  he  should  blame  them,  or 
despise  them,  or  treat  them  with  unmitigated 
severity,  because  they  have  not  got  what  he 
never  gave  them  ?  If  it  had  been  offered  to 
them,  and  they  had  refused,  there  would  have 
been  some  ground  for  such  a  representation, 


but  at  present  there  is  none.  It  is  not  true 
that  God  reproaches  the  Gentiles  in  the 
words,  ''All  the  nations  are  uncircumcised  ;'* 
on  the  contrary,  he  is  reproaching  Israel. 
The  context  is,  "  Behold  the  days  come, 
saith  the  Lord,  that  I  will  punish  all  them 
which  are  circumcised  with  the  uncircum- 
cised ;  Egypt,  and  Judah,  and  Edom,  and 
the  children  of  Ammon  and  Moab,  and  all 
that  are  in  the  utmost  comers,  that  dwell  in 
the  wilderness ;  for  all  the  nations  are  un- 
circumcised, and  all  the  house  of  Israel  are 
uncircumcised  in  the  heart."  (Jer.  ix.  25, 26.) 
This  is  very  different  doctrine  from  that  of 
the  rabbies.  God  declares  that  the  mere 
outward  sign  of  circumcision  shall  not  save 
from  punishment ;  that  he  makes  no  difference 
whatever  between  the  uncircumcised  and  the 
circumcised,  but  that  he  looks  upon  the  heart, 
and  deals  out  to  all  evenhanded  justice.  He 
says  that  he  will  punish  the  idolatrous  na- 
tions, whom  he  has  enumerated,  but  declares 
that  he  will  punish  the  sinners  of  Israel  along 
with  them,  and  then  to  obviate  the  very  ob- 
jection which  the  oral  law  urges,  and  to  take 
away  all  false  confidence  in  circumcision,  he 
adds,  "  The  nations  are  uncircumcised,  and 
all  the  house  of  Israel  are  uncircumcised  in 
heart ;"  as  if  he  would  have  said,  Do  not 
deceive  yourselves,  thinking  that  your  cir- 
cumcision will  save  you :  there  is  a  worse  un- 
circumcision  than  that  of  the  flesh,  the  uncir- 
cumcision  of  the  heart.  This  is  doctrine 
worthy  of  the  Divine  Being,  consistent  with  his 
attributes  of  justice  and  holmess,  and  consola- 
tory and  encouraging  to  all  his  rational  creatures; 
whereas  the  rabbinic  doctrine  is  dishonouring 
to  God,  and  contemptuous  to  all  the  Gentile 
nations.  If  it  were  believed,  no  Gentile 
would  have  any  motive  to  serve  or  honour  the 
true  God,  from  whom  he  could  expect  neither 
justice  nor  mercy.  It  is  equally  pernicious 
and  destructive  to  the  moral  and  spiritual 
welfare  of  the  Israelites  themselves.  Any 
man  who  believes  that  his  circumcision  will 
save  him  from  hell,  will  feel  himself  at  li- 
berty to  violate  other  commands  without  fear. 
Why  should  he  be  holy,  or  chaste,  or  honest, 
or  true  ?  His  father  Abraham  is  sitting  at  the 
gate  of  hell  waiting  for  him,  and  will  deliver  him 
from  the  just  reward  of  his  delinquencies.  We 
do  not  mean  to  attribute  such  reasoning  to  all 
Israelites — far  from  it;  but  it  is  certain  that 
on  the  minds  of  the  ignorant  and  superstitious 
this  doctrine  must  have  this  effect.  Those 
who  are  acquainted  with  the  Word  of  God,  or 
know  how  to  reason,  must  believe  that  it  is  false, 
but  then  it  is  their  duty  not  only  to  disbelieve 
it  in  their  hearts,  but  to  renounce  it  publicly, 
and  to  teach  the  ignorant  and  uneducated  that 
it  is  false.  Israelites  often  feel  justly  indignant 
at  the  want  of  due  appreciation  which  cha- 
racterises public  opinion  with  regard  to  the 
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cation,  but  let  them  reflect  on  the  causes,  and 
they  will  cease  to  wonder.  Mankind  in  ge- 
neral  does  not  distinguish  between  the  Jews 
and  Judaism,  but  erroneously  attribute,  with- 
out any  discrimination,  the  errors  of  the  sys- 
tem to  the  men  ;  and  how  can  they  do  other- 
wise, so  long  as  the  oral  law  is  still  upheld  as 
a  divine  code  of  law?  Let  Israel  renounce 
the  errors  publicly,  and  all  the  causes  of  mis- 
conception  will  be  removed. 

But  we  would  ask  our  readers  to  go  a  little 
farther,  and  compare  the  doctrines  of  Chris- 
tianity on  this  subject  with  those  of  the  oral 
law.  They  will  find  that  where  the  rabbles 
have  erred,  the  disciples  of  Jesus  of  Nazareth 
have  taught  the  truth.  St.  Paul  admits  the 
importance  and  the  privileges  of  circumcision. 
He  asks,  "  What  advantage  then  hath  the 
Jew  ?  or  what  profit  is  thereof  circumcision?  " 
And  answers,  "Much  every  way:  chiefly, 
because  that  unto  them  were  conamitted  the 
oracles  of  God."  (Rom.  iii.  1.)  He  does 
not  undervalue  God's  mercy  to  Israel,  but  at 
the  same  time  he  honours  God's  justice  and 
holiness,  by  declaring  that  "  God  will  render 
to  every  man  according  to  his  deeds  :  to  them 
who  by  patient  continuance  in  well  doing 
seek  for  glory,  and  honour,  and  immortality, 
eternal  life :  but  unto  them  that  are  conten- 
tious, and  do  not  obey  the  truth,  but  obey 
unrighteousness,  indignation  and  wrath,  tri- 
bulation and  anguish,  upon  every  soul  of  man 
that  doeth  evil,  of  the  Jew  first,  and  also  of 
the  Gentile  ;  but  glory,  honour,  and  peace,  to 
every  man  that  worketh  good,  to  the  Jew  first, 
and  also  to  the  Gentile:  for  there  is  no  re- 
spect of  persons  with  God."  (Romans 
ii.  6 — 11.)  This  exactly  agrees  with  the 
words  of  Jeremiah,  and  with  the  character  of 
God,  as  set  forth  by  IMoses  and  the  Prophf  ts, 
and  must  commend  itself  to  the  mind  of  every 
reflecting  person.  Let  then  those  who  reject 
Christianity  account  for  the  fact,  that  where 
the  rabbies  are  wrong,  the  preachers  of  Chris- 
tianity  are  right.  If  all  truth  come  from  God, 
and  unassisted  human  reason  must  go  wrong, 
how  it  is  that  God  should  have  helped  Chris- 
tians to  the  truth,  and  left  the  Jews  in  deadly 
error  for  so  many  centuries  ? 

Judaism  teaches  that  the  Gentiles  are  despised, 
simply  because  they  have  not  got  an  outward 


sign,  which  God  never  intended  they  should 
have.  Christianity  proclaims  that  God  is  a 
just  Judge.  It  says,  "  Circumcision  verily 
profiteth,  if  thou  keep  the  law  ;  but  if  thou 
be  a  breaker  of  the  law,  thy  circumcision  is 
made  uncircumcision.  Therefore  if  the  un- 
circumcision  keep  the  righteousness  of  the  law, 
shall  not  his  uncircumcision  be  counted  for 
circumcision  ?"  Judaism  teaches  that  Abra- 
ham sits  at  the  gate  of  hell  to  deliver  even  the 
wicked,  if  they  be  only  circumcised.  Christianity 
teaches  that  Abraham  has  no  respect  to  the 
outward  sign,  unless  it  be  accompanied  by 
purity  of  heart.  "  There  was  a  certain  rich 
man,  which  was  clothed  in  purple'  and  fine 
linen,  and  fared  sumptuously  every  day  :  and 
there  was  a  certain  beggar  named  Lazarus, 
which  was  laid  at  his  gate,  full  of  sores.  And 
it  came  to  pass  that  the  beggar  died,  and  was 
carried  by  the  angels  into  Abraham's  bosom  : 
the  rich  man  also  died,  and  was  buried :  and 
in  hell  he  lifted  up  his  eyes,  being  in  torments, 
and  seeth  Abraham  afar  off,  and  Lazarus  in 
his  bosom.  And  he  cried  and  said,  Father 
Abraham,  have  mercy  on  me,  and  send 
liazarus,  that  he  may  dip  the  tip  of  his  finger 
in  water,  and  cool  my  tongue ;  for  I  am  tor- 
mented in  this  flame.  But  Abraham  said, 
Son,  remember  that  thou  in  thy  lifetime  re- 
ceivedst  thy  good  things,  and  likewise  Lazarus 
evil  things  ;  but  now  he  is  comforted,  and  thou 
art  tormented.  And  beside  all  this,  between  us 
and  you  there  is  a  great  gulf  fixed  ;  so  that  they 
which  would  pass  from  hence  to  you  cannot ; 
neither  can  they  pass  to  us,  that  would  come 
from  thence.  Then  he  said,  I  pray  thee, 
therefore,  father,  that  thou  wouldest  stnd 
him  to  my  father's  house  :  for  I  have  five  breth- 
ren ;  that  he  may  testify  unto  them,  lest  they 
also  come  into  this  place  of  torment.  Abra- 
ham said  unto  him.  They  have  Moses  and  the 
prophets ;  let  them  hear  them.  And  he  said, 
Nay,  father  Abraham :  but  if  one  went  to 
them  from  the  dead,  they  will  repent.  And 
he  said  unto  him.  If  they  hear  not  Moses  and 
the  prophets,  neither  will  they  be  persuaded, 
though  one  rose  from  the  dead."  (Luke 
xvi.  10 — 31.)  Let  the  reader  compare  this 
with  tlie  Rabbinic  doctrine,  and  then  explain 
why  it  is  that  where  the  oral  law  errs,  God  has 
given  the  truth  in  the  New  Testament. 
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The  great  object  of  these  papers  has  been 
to  compare  Judaism,  as  it  at  present  exists, 
with  the  religion  of  JMoses  and  the  Prophets, 
and  thus  to  ascertain  whether  the  Jews  of  the 
present  day  walk  in  the  good  old  paths  pointed 
out  to  their  forefathers.  We  have  endeavoured 
to  give  our  reasons  for  believing  that  the 
Jews  have  been  imposed  upon  by  the  inven- 
tors of  the  oral  law,  and  have  now  got  a  re- 
ligion diametrically  opposed  to  that  which  was 
revealed  to  them  by  God.  More  than  a  year 
has  elapsed  since  the  first  of  these  papers  was 
published,  and  yet  no  answer  has  appeared. 
This  silence  may  be  attributed  to  one  of  three 
causes.  Either  there  has  been  a  want  of  suf- 
ficient zeal  on  the  part  of  those  who  profess 
Judaism — or,  prudence  has  suggested  that  the 
system  would  not  bear  discussion — or,  these 
papers  have  been  thought  unworthy  of  notice. 
It  is  for  the  Jewish  people  at  large  to  consider, 
which  of  these  three  reasons  have  influenced 
the  champions  of  the  oral  law.  Tlie  Jews 
certainly  have  a  right  to  some  explanation 
from  those,  whose  learning  and  station  point 
them  out  as  the  natural  defenders  of  Judaism. 
Every  reflecting  man  must  be  staggered  by 
the  fact,  that  a  strong  case  has  been  made  out 
against  the  oral  law — that,  contemporaneously 
with  the  publication  of  these  papers,  strong 
symptoms  of  dissatisfaction  with  certain  parts 
of  Judaism  have  been  manifested  in  one  of 
the  most  respectable  synagogues  in  London 
— and  yet,  that  nothing  has  appeared,  either 
in  the  shape  of  defence  or  explanation.  That 
this  silence  has  not  proceeded  altogether  from 
contempt  is  made  probable  by  another  fact, 
and  that  is,  That  it  is  confidently  asserted 
that  a  public  answer  was  given  orally  to  the 
first  number,  and  that  this  answer  was  satis- 
factory to  those  who  heard  it.  It  is  much 
to  be  regretted  that  the  answer  was  not  made 
known  generally,  so  as  to  afiford  the  same  sa- 
tisfaction to  others.  For  ourselves,  we  should 
have  been  most  happy,  if  convinced  of  error, 
to  have  retracted  any  erroneous  charge.  We 
have,  in  the  interval,  frequently  considered 
the  subject  which  is  said  to  have  been  an- 
swered ;  and  now  consider  it  our  duty, 
before  closing  this  series,  to  make  known 
our  reasons  for  still  believing,  that  that  one 
topic  is  in  itself  sufficient  to  prove  that  the 
religion  of  the  oral  law  is  a  system  of  error. 
Our  arguments  were  simply  these.  A  religion 


which  despises  and  insults  the  unlearned 
cannot  be  from  God.  The  oral  law  does  despise 
and  insult  the  unlearned,  for  it  commands  its 
disciples  not  to  marry  the  daughters  of  the 
unlearned  on  the  ground  that  they  are  no  better 
than  beasts.  Therefore  the  oral  law  cannot 
be  from  God.  Secondly,  a  religion  which 
makes  the  murder  of  an  unlearned  man  lawful, 
cannot  be  from  God.  The  oral  law  does 
make  it  lawful,  for,  as  we  showed  in  No.  1, 
Rabbi  Eleazer  says.  That  it  is  lawful,  even 
on  the  most  solemn  day  of  the  Jewish  year, 
to  kill  an  unlearned  man  without  observing 
any  of  the  technicalities  of  the  Rabbinic  art 
of  slaughtering  ;  or,  as  another  says,  to  rend 
him  asunder  like  a  fish.  Therefore  the  oral 
law  cannot  be  from  God.  We  now  proceed 
to  show  why  we  still  think  that  that  line  of 
argument  is  valid. 

The  first  step  is,  to  establish  the  meaning  of 
the  expression  ps^n  D3?  Amhaaretz,  which  we 
translated  "  an  unlearned  man."  The  literal 
English  of  this  expression  is,  "  People  of  the 
land,"  it  might  therefore  signify  the  inha- 
bitants of  Canaan,  but  in  the  Bible  it  is  more 
commonly  used  of  the  mass  of  the  Israelitish 
people,  as  for  instance  : — 

:  rrni^ii^m  ypim  nnin  p^rr  D2>  bi 

"  And  all  the  people  of  the  land  rejoiced, 
and  blew  with  trumpets."  (2  Kings  xi.  14. 
See  also  verses  18 — 20.)  Here  the  ex- 
pression is  opposed  to  king  and  princes,  and 
evidently  means  the  mass  of  the  population, 
or,  as  some  would  say,  "  The  common 
people."  And,  again,  to  give  an  example 
from  the  Prophets. 
'P'\:2^r^•^  p  rujin>  pmi  mn^  dix3  byr\'\  pin  nnn 

"  Yet  now  be  strong,  O  Zerubbabel,  saith 
the  Lord  ;  and  be  strong,  O  Joshua,  son  of 
Josedech,  the  high  priest ;  and  be  strong,  all 
ye  people  of  the  land."  (Hag.  ii.  4.)  Here, 
also,  the  expression  is  opposed  to  the  gover- 
nor of  Judah  and  the  high  priest,  and  plainly 
signifies  the  mass  of  the  population.  In  the 
oral  law,  it  has  much  the  same  signification  ; 
it  stands  for  those  who  are  not  counted  amongst 
the  learned,  nor  the  great  men  of  the  time, 
nor  the  almoners,  nor  the  schoolmasters,  as 
appears  in  the  extract  given  in  page  3,  col.  2, 
with  this  difference,  that  in  the  oral  law  the 
want  of  learning  is  a  prominent  idea,  and  the 
expression  may  therefore  be  applied  to  a  high 
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priest  if  he  be  unlearned.  In  further  proof 
we  might  appeal  to  the  common  parlance  of 
the  Jews,  even  at  this  day,  for  they  commonly 
call  an  unlearned  man  an  Amhaaretz.  We 
prefer,  however,  giving  one  or  two  extracts 
more  from  the  laws,  where  the  expression 
Amhaaretz  is  put  in  opposition  to  "  The 
disciple  of  a  wise  man,"  that  is,  to  a  learned 
man.  We  read,  for  instance,  that  in  a  court 
of  justice, 

"  The  cause  of  the  disciple  of  a  wise  man 
takes  precedence  of  the  cause  of  an  Amhaa- 
retz." (Hilchoth  Sanhedrin,  c.  xxL  6.)  Again, 

'oy  p«  ^"s^  ^«i  m'jp  ]n2  am:"?  ^b  iidx  pi 

*'  In  like  manner,  it  is  unlawful  for  an  elder 
to  behave  with  levity  to  the  congregation, 
even  though  they  be  Amharatzin.  Neither 
let  him  behave  haughtily  to  the  holy  people, 
for  although  they  be  common  and  humble 
persons,  they  are  children  of  Abraham,  Isaac, 
and  Jacob."     (Ibid.,  c.  25.)    Again, 

"  Therefore,  when  children  and  women, 
and  the  whole  genus  of  Amharatzin,  are  in- 
structed, they  are  to  be  taught  to  serve  God 
only  from  the  motive  of  fear,  and  the  desire 
to  receive  a  reward  until,  &c."  (Hilchoth 
T'shuvah,  c.  x.  5.)  In  these  passages,  and 
many,  many  more,  may  be  added,  Amhaaretz 
plainly  signifies  an  unlearned  man,  and  it 
does  not  appear  from  any  one,  that  there  is 
any  crime  to  be  laid  to  his  charge.  He  may 
appear  as  suitor  in  a  court  of  law;  he  is 
considered  as  a  son  of  Abraham,  Isaac,  and 
Jacob  ;  he  is  put  on  a  level  with  the  children 
and  the  women  of  Israel.  The  only  dispa- 
ragement  is,  that  he  has  not  been  brought  up 
at  the  feet  of  a  learned  rabbi,  and,  therefore, 
cannot  be  reckoned  amongst  the  disciples  of 
the  wise  men. 

The  next  thing  to  be  established  is,  that 
the  oral  law  despises  and  insults  those  whose 
misfortune  it  is  to  be  unlearned  ;  and  here,  in 
addition  to  the  compliment  paid  to  their  wives 
and  daughters,  noticed  in  No.  1,  we  bring,  as 
a  proof,  the  general  rule  which  is  given 
respecting  their  treatment. 
v«  y-ii^n  "o'ii  inn«2  nnni  mco  pn  i2n 
]'b:D  ;^xT  m-i27  i3nD  f)ypi:>  ]^«t  rms?  \r(7  ^>-iDia 
^\yT  '^mn^rr  b^  'iD"int:^D«  ]ni«  \:i'0'o  \^^  niD  ]r\b 
r«T  npi2  b-^  ncip  "js?  moiT^'D^  |m«  pno 

"  Our  rabbles  have  handed  down  as  a  tra- 
dition, that  six  things  are  said  with  respect 
to  Amharatzin.  Testimony  is  not  to  be  given 
to  them,  nor  received  from  them.  A  secret  is 
not  to  be  revealed  to  them.  They  are  not  to 
be  appointed  as  guardians  to  orphans,  nor  to 


an  alms-fund.     One  is  not  to  bear  them  com- 
pany in  the  way.     And  some  say,  that  if  they 
have  lost  any  thing,  and  it  is  found,  no  public 
notice  is  to  be  given  respecting  it."  (Pesachim, 
fol.  49,  col.  2.)     Here,  then,  the  unlearned 
are  branded  as  liars,  whose  word  is  not  to  be 
depended  upon— as  rogues,  unfit  to  be  trusted 
with  property — as  murderers,  with  whom  it 
is  unsafe  to  walk  by  the  way-side.    Can  con- 
tempt or  insult  add  more?    Yes;   Rabbinic 
contempt  had  one  insult  more  galling  than 
these,  and  that  was  to  put  them  on  a  level 
with  Gentiles,  and  this  it  has  done  by  forbid- 
ding public  notice  to  be  given,  if  any  thing 
which  they  had  lost  should  be  found.    Now, 
we  fear  not  to  assert,  that  this  one  passage  is 
fatal  to  the  claims  of  the  oral  law.     There  is 
not  a  particle  of  resemblance  in  it  to  the  mer- 
ciful and  just  religion  made  known  by  Moses. 
It  is  the  effusion  of  a  mind  intoxicated  with 
self-conceit  and  arrogance.     The  authors  of 
the  oral  law  were  determined,  so  far  as  they 
could,  to  lay  it  down  as  a  maxim,  not  only 
that  no  wisdom,  but  no  truth,  no  honesty,  and 
no  humanity,  was  to  be  found,  except  amongst 
themselves,  and  their  disciples;  they  wished 
to  have  the  monopoly  of  all  moral  virtue,  as 
well  as  of  all  learning.     We  ask  both  the 
learned  and  the  unlearned,  whether  it  be  pos- 
sible  that   such  a  law  could  have  emanated 
from  the  God  of  Israel?     But  there  is  not 
only  excessive  arrogance,  there  is  also  gross 
injustice  in  their  law.     It  is  ordained,  first, 
that  in  a  court  of  law,  the  cause  of  the  learned 
is  to   be  heard  before  the  cause  of  the  un- 
learned ;  this  is  in  itself  most  unjust,  but  is 
not  to  be  compared  with  what  follows.     The 
oral  law  forbids  the  appointment  of  an  un- 
learned man  as  guardian  to  orphans ;  can  any 
thing  be  more  oppressive  ?     Suppose  that  an 
unlearned  man,  on  his  death-bed,  thinks  of  a 
guardian  for  his  orphan  children,  and  looks 
to  a  brother,  or  an  intimate  friend,  as  un- 
learned as   himself,   but   whose  worth,   and 
honesty,  and  affection,  he  has  long  known  and 
valued;  the  oral  law   forbids  him   to  make 
such  an  appointment ;  and  if  he  has  no  learned 
friend — and  how,  where  such  a  law  exists,  is 
it  ever  possible  that  the  learned  and  the  un- 
learned should  be  friends  ?— he  must  die  with 
the  agonising  thought,  that  his  children  must 
be  left  to  the  guardianship  of  a  perfect  stranger. 
Is   it  possible  to   conceive  any    thing  more 
oppressive,  unjust,  or  cruel  ?     But  the  oral 
law  is  not  content  with  this ;  it  will  not  permit 
an  unlearned   man,  even  in   his  lifetime,  to 
recover  property  that  has  been  lost.     Whoever 
finds  it  may  keep   it.     The   law   for  other 
people  is,  that  if  any  thing  be  found,  the  finder 
is  to  have  proclamation  made  in  the  city,  or, 
if  the  majority  of  the  inhabitants  be  Gentiles, 
in  the  synagogue,  that  the  loser  may  hear  of 
it.    But  the  poor  Amhaaretz  is  excluded  from 
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the  benefit  of  this  command.  It  may,  how- 
ever, puzzle  the  reader,  how  the  finder  is  to 
know  whether  the  thing  which  he  has  found 
belongs  to  a  learned  or  an  unlearned  man. 
One  of  the  commentators  has  solved  this  diffi- 
culty in  the  following  manner  :— 
NT'VDffii  ]^J:i  ^"^Mi^  rV'y  bs2  n'Tf^D  3)nv  ^'«d  n"«i 
:  Drro  bDow  irj<-n  mnr  tY'v  biD 

*'  If  you  ask,  How  is  the  finder  to  know 
that  the  thing  found  belongs  to  an  Amhaaretz  ? 
R.  Isaac  says.  It  is  in  such  a  case  as  when  a 
crowd  of  Amharatzin  is  passing,  and  we  see 
that  it  fell  from  them."  (Ibid.)  So  that, 
according  to  this  interpretation,  the  disciples 
of  the  wise  men  are  positively  allowed  to* 
retain  what  they  know  does  not  belong  to 
them,  if  they  only  see  that  it  does  belong  to 
an  unlearned  man  ;  and  yet  these  are  the  men 
who  are  so  afraid  of  the  dishonesty  of  the 
unlearned,  as  to  forbid  their  appointment  to 
the  office  of  guardian  to  orphans,  or  treasurer 
to  a  charitable  fund.  Let  any  man  of  common 
sense  decide,  whether  this  law  is  honest  or 
dishonest,  and  then  let  him  decide,  whether  it 
can  come  from  God,  and  whether  such  a  re- 
ligion is  fit  for  an  honest  man  ? 

The  most  important  point,  however,  re- 
mains, and  that  is,  the  permission  to  kill  an 
unlearned  man,  or  to  rend  him  like  a  fish. 
We  have  been  told  that  this  is  merely  figura- 
tive language,  but  the  context  is  not  such  as 
to  lead  to  this  conclusion ;  on  the  contrary, 
the  passage  itself,  and  all  that  precedes  and 
follows,  leads  lis  to  believe  that  it  was  meant 
literally.  In  the  first  place,  it  is  said,  that  it 
is  lawful  to  kill  an  Amhaaretz  without  observ- 
ing the  rules  of  n'JD^HMJ  slaughtering,  and  when 
the  disciples  ask  the  reason,  R.  Eleazar  re- 
plies. Because  these  rules  would  require  a 
benediction  to  be  pronounced,  whereas  he 
would  not  have  an  Amhaaretz  treated  with 
such  respect.  Let  any  man  explain  the 
figurative  meaning  of  all  this.  Secondly,  R. 
Samuel,  to  take  away  all  ambiguity,  says,  in 
the  name  of  R.  Johannan,  that  it  is  lawful  to 
rend  him  as  a  fish.  Now  it  is  known  that, 
with  regard  to  fish,  the  rules  of  rr^^ITC,  or 
slaughtering,  are  not  observed.  All  ambi- 
guity, therefore,  as  to  R.  Eleazar's  meaning, 
is  here  removed.  Thirdly,  it  is  evident  that 
the  rabbles  looked  upon  the  unlearned  as 
nothing  better  than  beasts.  They  say,  that 
the  daughters  of  the  unlearned  are  an  abomi- 
nation, and  their  wives  vermin;  yea,  that 
their  daughters  are  beasts.  Now,  when  men 
are  so  wicked  as  to  use  such  lapguage  con- 
cerning their  fellow- creatures,  are  we  to  be 
astonished  that  they  should  draw  the  con- 
clusion that  necessarily  follows  from  such 
premises,  and  that  they  should  allow  these 
beasts  and  vermin  to  be  killed  ?  When  we 
see  that  these  rabbles  allow  an  unlearned  man 
to  be  robbed  with  impunity  of  that  which  he 


has  lost,  what  principle  of  conscience  or  jus- 
tice is  there  left  to  prevent  them  from  killing 
him  whom  they  have  robbed  ?  If  all  the  other 
principles  of  these  rabbles  were  just,  honest, 
upright,  and  merciful,  we  might  be  tempted  to 
suppose,  that  in  these  words  they  enveloped 
some  mystical  sense.  But  when  we  see  that 
the  principles  which  precede  and  follow  are  an 
outrage  upon  humanity,  justice,  and  mercy, 
no  such  supposition  is  necessary. 

But,  after  all,  how  did  the  commentators 
understand  the  passage.  If  we,  as  Gentiles, 
are  accused  of  misrepresenting  the  sense,  what 
did  the  rabbles,  who  succeeded,  make  of  this 
•passage  ?  The  commentary  from  which  we 
have  just  quoted,  after  saying,  that  if  a  crowd 
of  Amharatzin  let  any  thing  fall,  it  is  lawful 
to  keep  it  without  giving  public  notice,  adds, 
that  this  is  to  be  understood  strictly  of  what 
is  lost,  but  that  it  does  not  warrant  the  learned 
to  rob  them  by  force  ;  upon  which  the  fol- 
lowing difficulty  is  started  :  — 

"  Why  should  it  be  unlawful  to  deal  thus 
with  his  money,  when  it  is  lawful  to  deal 
violently  with  his  body,  for  it  is  lawful  to 
rend  him  as  a  fish."  (Ibid.)  Now  here  this 
rabbi  evidently  interpreted  the  permission  to 
kill  literally,  and  he  naturally  asks,  If  it  be 
lawful  to  take  away  a  man's  life  by  violence, 
why  should  it  not  be  lawful  to  take  away  his 
money.  If  the  words  had  been  taken  figura- 
tively, there  would  have  been  no  room  for 
this  question.  We  have,  therefore,  neither 
misunderstood  nor  misrepresented  the  mean- 
ing. The  oral  law  allows  the  murder  of  an 
unlearned  man,  and  that  with  as  little  cere- 
mony as  it  permits  the  killing  of  an  unclean 
animal,  or  a  fish.  We  therefore  repeat  our 
assertion,  that  the  oral  law  cannot  be  from 
God.  One  such  passage  is  quite  sufficient  to 
discredit  the  whole,  not  only  because  of  its 
intrinsic  wickedness,  but  because  it  displays 
the  character  of  those  men  with  whom  the  oral 
law  originated.  Superabundant  self-conceit, 
cold-blooded  cruelty,  and  unrelenting  enmity, 
are  the  striking  characteristics  of  those  men, 
who,  by  dint  of  force  and  fraud,  gradually 
enslaved  the  minds  of  the  Jewish  people. 
It  appears  from  these  passages,  and  from  the 
plain  confessions  of  the  rabbles  in  the  context, 
that  the  common  people  struggled  hard  before 
they  submitted  to  the  yoke  of  the  oral  law. 
The  attempt  to  impose  such  a  burden,  evidently 
produced  the  most  bitter  animosity  between 
the  rabbles  and  the  people.  The  people  were 
ready,  as  one  of  the  rabbles  says,  to  kill  all 
the  wise  men,  and  these,  in  return,  laid  down 
the  principles  of  retaliation  which  we  have 
just  considered,  and  which  are  a  disgrace  to 
the  name  of  religion.  These  principles 
however,    would     not    have    triumphed,    if 
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the  rabbies  had  not  got  the  whole  power  of 
the  State  into  their  own  hands-  By  means 
of  that  unlawful  and  heathenish  tribunal, 
the  Sanhedrin,  they  were  able  to  coerce 
the  people,  and  to  kill  all  who  refused  to 
submit.  Judaism,  therefore,  as  it  at  present 
exists,  is  a  religion  which  was  originally 
forced  upon  the  Jewish  people  against  their 
will,  and  therefore  has  no  claims  upon  their 
reverence  or  gratitude.  By  the  dispersion, 
God  has  removed  the  main  difficulties  in  the 
way  of  their  moral  and  spiritual  emancipation. 
Christianity  is  in  the  ascendant,  and  will  not 
permit  any  "wise  men"  to  kill  the  unlearned 
without  ceremony.  The  people  may,  there- 
fore, assert  their  religious  liberty  in  perfect 
security,  and  without  any  fear  of  the  San- 
hedrini  We  tell  the  Jews,  even  on  the  ad- 
missions of  the  Talmud  itself,  that  their 
present  religion  is  not  even  the  object  of  their 
choice,  and  much  less  the  religion  given  by 
God,  but  that  it  was  imposed  upon  the  con- 
sciences of  their  fathers  by  force ;  and,  there- 
fore,  ask  the  Jews,  Whether  they  still  wish  to 
continue  slaves  to  superstition  and  cruelty, 
when  God  has,  in  his  providence,  arranged 
the  means  of  their  delivery  ?  The  Jewish 
people  have  often  had  reason  to  complain  of 
the  injustice,  contempt,  and  cruelty  of  the 
nations  amongst  whom  they  have  been  scat- 
tered ;  but  we  ask  them.  Have  the  most  bar- 
barous nations  ever  treated  them  with  more 
contempt,  injustice,  and  cruelty  than  that 
which  we  have  just  found  authorised  by  the 
oral  law  ?  Ignorant  and  superstitious  Gentiles 
have  turned  the  holy  name  of  Jew  into  a  term 
of  reproach,  but  where  was  it  ever  known  or 
heard  of,  that  the  most  ignorant  and  most 
superstitious  called  the  Jews  vermin,  or  com- 
pared the  wives  and  daughters  of  Israel  to 
beasts?  It  is  Judaism,  and  Judaism  only, 
that  utters  this  foul  and  inhuman  slander. 
In  seasons  of  popular  tumult,  mobs  have 
risen  and  plundered  the  Jews  ;  but  where  is 
the  nation,  or  the  religion,  which  has  made  a 
law  that  it  is  lawful  to  keep  the  lost  property 
of  a  Jew  ?  Judaism,  and  Judaism  alone,  is 
guilty  of  this  injustice.  Prejudice  has  un- 
justly assailed  the  character  of  the  Jewish 
people,  but  what  sect  or  party  of  Christians 
ever  thought  of  branding  them  as  liars,  whose 
evidence  is  not  to  be  received ;  as  rogues,  un- 
worthy to  be  appointed  as  guardians  to  orphans 
or  property ;  as  murderers,  with  whom  it  is 
unsafe  to  walk  by  the  road-side  ?  Yet  this  is 
the  deliberate  sentence  of  Judaism  respect, 
ing  the  unlearned  ;    that   is,    respecting   the 


great  mass  of  the  Jewish  people.  Just 
suppose  that  the  Parliament  of  England 
was  to  pass  a  law,  declaring  that  the 
Jews  are  to  be  considered  incompetent  to  give 
testimony,  or  to  be  guardians  of  property, 
warning  people  to  beware  of  walking  with  a 
Jew,  and  permitting  men  to  kill  them,  or  to 
rend  them  like  a  fit,h  ;  would  not  the  Jewish 
people  perceive  in  a  moment  the  injustice  and 
the  cruelty  of  such  legislation  ?  Would  they 
not  have  just  reason  to  complain  of  the  blind 
prejudice  which  possessed  the  minds  of  the 
legislators  ?  And  yet,  this  is  only  what  the 
rabbies  have  done.  If  Judaism  be  true,  then 
the  mass  of  the  Jewish  people  are  liars,  rogues, 
and  murderers ;  for  this  is  what  Judaism 
asserts;  and  if  the  Jewish  people  consent  to 
its  truth,  they  are  stamping  themselves,  their 
wives,  and  their  daughters  with  infamy. 
The  truth  or  falsehood  of  the  oral  law  is  not 
simply  a  speculative  question,  or  a  question 
relating  to  their  eternal  interests  in  another 
world  ;  it  is  a  question  deeply  affecting  their 
characters  and  their  welfare  at  present.  It 
simply  comes  to  this,  are  all  unlearned  Jews, 
that  is,  the  overwhelming  majority  of  the  people, 
to  be  considered  as  utterly  destitute  of  truth, 
honesty,  and  humanity  ?  If  Judaism  be  true, 
the  answer  is.  Yes.  Let,  then,  every  Jew,  rich 
or  poor,  learned  or  unlearned,  consider  whether 
he  will  still  profess  a  religion  that  defames 
and  insults  the  mass  of  his  countrymen.  The 
character  of  the  nation  is  foully  attacked,  de- 
famed, and  vilified,  but  not  by  Gentiles,  not 
by  Turk,  Infidel,  or  Heretic,  but  by  the 
Talmud  and  the  Rabbies.  The  only  way 
in  which  this  calumny  can  be  met  and  wiped 
away,  is,  by  a  renunciation  of  that  system 
which  has  dared  to  utter  it.  If  there  live  a 
Jew  who  has  the  slightest  regard  for  the 
honour  of  the  nation,  he  is  bound  to  protest 
aloud  against  the  falsehood  of  the  oral  law. 
That  it  is  false,  requires  no  great  stretch  of 
argument  to  prove.  Every  unlearned  Jew, 
who  is  conscious  that  he  is  not  a  liar,  a  rogue, 
and  a  murderer,  has  the  proof  in  his  own 
breast,  that  Judaism  is  false.  Every  un- 
learned Jew,  who  duly  honours  and  respects 
his  wife  and  daughters,  and  believes  that  they 
are  neither  vermin  nor  beasts,  is  a  witness 
against  the  truth  of  the  oral  law.  Every  one 
who  believes  that  dishonesty  is  contrary  to  the 
will  of  God,  and  that  the  murder  of  the  un- 
learned is  unlawful,  has  the  proof  that  that 
system  which  was  imposed  upon  his  fathers, 
is  not  from  God. 
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Having,  by  the  help  and  mercy  of  God, 
brought  these  papers  to  the  last  number,  we 
propose  here  to  sum  up  their  contents,  and  to 
give  a  review  of  the  arguments  which  have 
been  urged.  The  topics  discussed  have  been 
very  various,  but  the  object  in  all  has  been  the 
same — To  show  that  Judaism,  or  the  religion 
of  the  oral  law,  is  not  the  old  religion  of 
Moses  and  the  Prophets,  but  a  new  and  totally 
different  system,  devised  by  designing  men, 
and  unworthy  of  the  Jewish  people.  That 
Judaism  is  identical  with  the  religion  of  the 
oral  law,  was  proved  in  the  first  number  by  an 
appeal  to  the  highest  possible  authority,  the 
Prayer-book  of  the  synagogue,  which  is  not 
only  formed  in  obedience  to  the  directions  of 
the  oral  law,  but  declares  expressly  that  the 
Talmud  is  of  Divine  authority.  So  long, 
therefore,  as  that  Prayer-book  is  the  ritual  of 
the  synagogue,  the  worshippers  there  must  be 
considered  as  Talmudists,  believers  in  all  the 
absurdities,  and  advocates  of  all  the  intolerance 
of  that  mass  of  tradition.  That  this  is  no 
misrepresentation  and  no  unfounded  conclu- 
sion of  our  own,  appears  from  the  latest  book 
published  in  this  country  by  a  member  of  the 
Jewish  persuasion.  Joshua  Van  Oven,  Esq., 
has,  in  his  "  Introduction  to  the  Principles 
of  the  Jewish  Faith,"  a  chapter,  headed 
JUDAISM,  which  begins  thus  :  —  "  The 
Jewish  religion,  or  Judaism,  is  founded  solely 
on  the  law  of  IMoses,  so  called  from  its  having 
been  brought  down  by  him  from  3Iount  Sinai. 
With  the  particulars  of  these  laws  he  had  been 
inspired  by  the  Almighty  during  the  forty 
days  he  remained  on  the  mount,  after  receiv- 
ing the  Ten  Commandments ;  these  he  after- 
wards embodied  in  the  sacred  volume,  known 
and  accepted  as  the  written  law,  and  called  the 
Pentateuch,  or  the  Five  Books  of  Moses, 
contained  in  the  volume  we  term  the  Bible. 
We  also,  from  the  same  S07crce,  receive,  as 
sacred  and  authentic,  a  large  number  of  tradi- 
tions not  committed  to  writing,  but  trans- 
mitted by  word  of  mouth  down  to  later  times ; 
without  which  many  enactments  in  the  Holy 
Bible  could  not  have  been  understood  and 
acted  upon  ;  these,  termed  traditional  or  oral 
laws,  were  collected  and  formed  into  a  volume 
called  the  '  Mishna,'  by  Rabbi  Jehudah 
Hakodesh,  A.  M.  4150.  In  addition  to  this, 
ive  are  guided  by  the  explications  of  the  later 
schools  of  pious  and  learned  rabbies,  consti- 


tuting  what  is  now  known  by  the  name  of  the 
Talmud  or  Gemaray  * 

Nothing  can  be  more  explicit  than  this 
avowal.  A  learned  and  pious  Jew  of  the 
nineteenth  century  honestly  avows  that  Ju- 
daism is  the  religion  of  the  Talmud  :  and 
upon  this  principle  we  have  examined  Judaism, 
and  compared  it  with  Moses  and  the  Prophets, 
and  the  result  of  this  comparison  is — 

I.  That  Judais3i  is  a  false  reli- 
gion. 

The  premises,  from  which  we  draw  this 
conclusion,  are — 

1.  That  the  oral  law  is  altogether  desti- 
tute of  exteriial  evidence.  To  establish  the 
authority  of  the  oral  law,  it  is  absolutely 
necessary  to  prove  a  succession  of  Sanhedrins 
from  the  time  of  Moses  to  that  of  Rabbi 
Jehudah,  or  at  the  least  an  unbroken  chain  of 
tradition.  But  it  has  been  proved,  in  Nos.  43 
and  44,  that  there  was  no  such  thing  as  a 
Sanhedrin  until  after  the  Greek  conquest  of 
Judea,  and  in  No.  45,  that  there  is  no  con- 
tinuous chain  of  tradition.  The  only  evidence 
therefore  which  could  beget  faith  in  the  mind 
of  a  reasonable  man  is  wanting. 

2.  The  oral  law  itself  is  full  of  manifest 
fuUes.  This  has  been  proved  almost  in  every 
number,  but  particularly  from  Nos.  17 — 21, 
where  the  fables  selected  are  such  as  are  par- 
ticularly noticed  in  the  prayers  of  the  syna- 
gogue. No  one  can  doubt  that  the  stories 
about  Leviathan  and  Behemoth— of  Adam's 
singing  the  92d  Psalm  after  a  conversation 
with  Cain — of  the  river  Sambation — of  the 
experiment  made  by  Turnus  Rufus  to  raise 
his  father — of  Mount  Sinai  having  been 
turned,  like  a  tub,  over  the  Israelites — of  the 
descent  of  600,000  angels  to  crown  the  Is- 
raelites— of  the  people's  travelling  240  miles 
backwards  and  forwards  during  the  delivery 
of  the  Ten  Commandments,  &c.  &c. — are  all 
downright  fables,  not  a  whit  more  authentic 
than  similar  stories  contained  in  ihe  Koran,  or 
the  Arabian  Nights'  Entertainments.  Any 
one  fable  would  be  sufficient  to  overturn  the 
credit  of  the  oral  law,  but  what  are  we  to 
think  of  the  host  of  downright  falsehoods  here 
enumerated  ? 

3.  It  is  directly  subversive  of  the  state  of 
things  established  in  the  written  law.     Moses 

*  A  Manual  of  Judaism,  by  Joshua  Van  Oven, 
Esq.,  M.R.C.S.L.    London,  1835.    Page  22. 
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appointed  the  priests,  the  sons  of  Levi,  as  the 
religious  teachers  of  Israel.  The  oral  law  has 
ousted  them  altogether  from  their  office,  as  was 
shown  in  No.  41. 

4.  The  oral  law  encourages  those  heathen 
superstitions  expressly  forbidden  by  Moses 
and  the  Prophets,  such  as  magic,  astro- 
logy, amulets,  and  charms,  as  is  shown  from 
Nos.  22—26. 

5.  The  oral  law  loosens  the  moral  oUiga- 
lions.  It  teaches  men  how  to  evade  the 
Divine  commandments,  as  was  shown  in 
Nos.  11,  14,  and  15.  It  allows  dispensation 
from  oaths,  as  proved  in  Nos.  56  and  57*  It 
allows  men  to  retain  what  they  know  does  not 
belong  to  them,  if  it  only  belongs  to  a  Gentile 
(p.  18),  or  to  an  unlearned  Jew,  as  appears 
from  No.  59.  It  sanctions  the  murder  of  the 
unlearned. 

6.  It  leads  men  to  put  trust  in  mere  ex- 
ternal acts  as  a  compensation  for  moral  delin- 
quencies. The  washing  of  hands  (No.  10) — 
the  external  sanctification  of  the  Sabbath  (No. 
29) — the  blowing  of  the  cornet  at  the  new 
year  (No.  34) — the  rite  of  circumcision  (No. 
58),  &c.  &c.,  are  represented  as  sufficient  to 
save  wicked  men  from  the  just  punishment  of 
their  misdeeds. 

7.  Though  called  an  oral  law,  because 
not  written  with  ink,  it  is  really  written  in 
blood.  For  the  most  trifling  oifences  it  sen- 
tences  the  offender  to  be  flogged  (Nos.  1.3  and 
53) — for  the  transgression  of  the  Rabbinic 
commands  respecting  the  Sabbath,  it  awards 
the  sentence  of  death  (No.  27)— and,  by  its 
laws  respecting  the  mode  of  killing  and  cook- 
ing meat  (Nos.  49 — 54),  it  prevents  the  poor 
from  getting  food  for  themselves  and  their 
children. 

8.  It  degrades  the  female  sex,  by  permitting 
polygamy  (No.  47) — by  permitting  divorce  on 
the  most  trifling  pretext  (No.  48) — by  de- 
claring women  incompetent  to  give  evidence — 
by  excluding  them  from  the  public  worship  of 
God — and  by  teaching  that  they  are  under  no 
obligation  to  learn  the  revealed  will  of  their 
Creator  (No.  3). 

9.  It  oppresses  and  insults  slaves,  by  for- 
bidding them  to  be  instructed  in  the  law 
(No.  3),  and  by  placing  them,  when  dead,  on 
a  level  with  brutes  (No.  55). 

10.  It  is  a  persecuting  and  intolerant 
system.  It  gives  every  rabbi  the  power  of 
excommunicating  the  Jews  (No.  31),  and  it 
commands  the  conversion  of  all  the  Gentile 
nations  by  the  sword  (No.  6). 

11.  It  forbids  the  exercise  of  the  commonest 
feelings  of  humanity  to  those  whom  it  calls 
idolaters.  It  will  not  permit  a  drowning 
idolater  to  be  helped,  nor  a  perishing  idolater 
to  be  rescued,  nor  an  idolatrous  woman  in 
travail  to  be  delivered  (Nos.  4  and  5). 

12.  It  leaves  tJwse  Gentikt  who  are  not 


idolaters  •withoiit  religion.  It  teaches  that 
they  are  not  commanded  to  love  God,  and 
breaks  up  all  the  happiness  of  domestic  life, 
by  asserting  that  amongst  Gentiles  there  is  no 
such  thing  as  marriage  (No.  8).  For  these  and 
other  reasons,  which  might  be  adduced,  we 
believe  that  Judaism  is  contrary  to  the  religion 
of  Moses  and  the  Prophets — that  it  has  not 
proceeded  from  God,  but  is  the  mere  invention 
of  men,  and  therefore  false. 

II.  From  these  premises  we  have  concluded, 
secondly.   That   Judaism   has  fou  its 

AUTHORS   WICKED    MEN,  UNWORTHY  OF 

CREDIT.  One  of  the  most  daring  acts  of 
wickedness  that  can  be  committed  is  to  invent 
laws  and  principles,  and  pass  them  off"  as  the 
laws  of  God.  Every  degree  of  wilful  false- 
hood is  sinful ;  but  to  forge  Divine  laws,  and 
impose  upon  the  consciences  of  men  is  the 
most  daring  of  all  wickedness,  for  it  not 
only  deceives  men,  but  it  dishonours  God. 
The  Divine  Being  is  represented  as  the  author 
of  principles  and  practices  which  are  abhorred 
by  the  good  even  amongst  men.  Is  it  possible 
that  those  men  could  be  good,  who  invented 
the  fables  of  which  we  have  spoken  above — 
or  who  overturned  the  Mosaic  constitution  for 
the  purposes  of  personal  aggrandizement — or 
who  teach  that  oaths  may  be  broken  with  im- 
punity— or  that  men  may  keep  what  does  not 
belong  to  them — or  that  unlearned  men  may 
be  murdered  without  ceremony — or  that  it  is 
lawful  to  look  upon  the  agonies  and  pain  of 
an  idolater  without  rendering  him  any  assist- 
ance or  feeling  any  pity.^  If  falsehood, 
perjury,  dishonesty,  cruelty,  and  inhuinanity 
constitute  men  wicked,  then  the  authors  of  the 
oral  law  are  wicked  men,  and  altogether  un- 
worthy of  credit.  And  therefore  we  con- 
clude— 

III.  That  their  testimony  against 
Christianity  is  of  no  value.  Many 
Jews  of  the  present  day  reject  Christianity 
simply  because  the  rulers  of  the  nation  rejected 
the  Lord  Jesus  Christ.  But  the  discoveries 
which  we  have  made  of  the  principles  and 
practices  of  these  men  show,  that  there  is  no 
force  whatever  in  this  argument.  Their  testi- 
mony against  Jesus  of  Nazareth  is  not  to  be 
trusted  any  more  than  Mahomet's  testimony 
against  the  fidelity  of  the  Jewish  nation  in 
preserving  the  Scriptures.  This  impostor 
says,  that  the  Jews  have  corrupted  the  Old 
Testament,  but  no  one  believes  the  charge, 
because  he  has  been  convicted  himself  of 
forging  revelations  and  laws.  The  authors  of 
the  oral  law  have  been  convicted  of  the  same 
offence,  and  their  testimony  must  be  rejected 
for  the  very  same  reason.  They  have  passed 
off' their  own  inventions  as  Divine  laws — they 
have  taught  their  absurd  legends  as  undoubted 
matters  of  fact — they  are  plainly  convicted  of 
falsehood,  and  the  only  alternative  is  to  say 
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that  these  falsehoods  are  wilful,  and  then  the 
men  who  witness  against  Christianity  are 
wilful  liars — or  to  confess  that  the  authors 
were  mad,  and  therefore  incompetent  to  give 
any  testimony.  In  every  case  they  must  be 
regarded  as  propagators  of  falsehood.  But 
falsehood  is  not  the  only  trait  in  their  cha- 
racter; they  were  interested  in  their  testi- 
mony against  Jesus ;  they  were  his  personal 
enemies,  because  he  opposed  their  pretensions 
and  condemned  all  their  inventions.  They 
had  therefore  a  strong  motive  for  condemning 
him,  and  there  is  nothing  in  their  character  to 
lead  us  to  suppose  that  their  love  of  justice 
would  prevail  over  their  private  feelings. 
When  the  general  tenour  of  a  man's  conduct 
is  evidently  the  result  of  upright  principle,  it 
is  possible  to  believe  that  he  would  be  just 
even  to  an  enemy.  When  a  man's  whole  life 
has  been  distinguished  by  tender  compassion, 
it  is  possible  to  believe  that  he  would  not  be 
cruel  even  to  a  foe.  But  neither  supposition 
holds  good  with  respect  to  the  authors  of  the 
oral  law.  They  do  not  even  profess  integrity, 
for  they  teach  that  it  is  lawful  to  defraud  an 
unlearned  man — they  declare,  by  their  per- 
mission to  kill  an  amhaaretz,  that  they  had  no 
value  for  human  life.  If  they  were  capable 
of  murdering  in  cold  blood  a  man  who  had 
never  offended  them,  simply  because  he  did 
not  belong  to  their  party,  is  it  to  be  wondered 
at  that  they  should  endeavour  to  destroy  one 
who  was  a  direct  opposer  ?  The  condemna- 
tion of  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ  by  such  men  is 
not  only  no  argument  against  his  character 
or  claims,  but  even  an  argument  in  his  favour. 
It  is  a  decisive  proof  that  he  did  not  belong 
to  their  party,  and  that  therefore  there  are  not 
the  same  objections  to  his  testimony  as  to 
theirs.  The  Jews  of  the  present  day,  there- 
fore, must  find  some  other  reasons  for  reject- 
ing Jesus  of  Nazareth.  The  conduct  of  their 
great  and  learned  men  at  the  time  can  supply 
no  warrant  for  unbelief  at  present :  it  is  on 
the  contrary  a  sort  of  presumptive  evidence 
that  He  was  a  good  man.  And  this  pre- 
sumption is  much  strengthened  by  comparing 
the  oral  law  with  the  New  Testament,  where- 
by  we  learn — 
IV.    That    in    all    those    points, 

WHERE    THE    ORAL    LAW    IS    WEAK,    THE 

New  Testament  is  strong.  In  the 
first  place,  it  is  entirely  free  from  all  fabulous 
additions  to  the  Old  Testament  history.  It 
recognizes  the  authority  and  frequently  cites 
the  writings  of  Moses  and  the  Prophets,  but  it 
is  never,  like  the  Talmud,  guilty  of  forgeries. 
Neither  Jesus,  nor  his  disciples  pretended  to 
have  an  oral  interpretation  of  the  law,  un- 
known to  the  people  at  large,  and  therefore 
capable  of  being  twisted  to  their  own  pur- 
poses. They  referred  simply  to  the  written 
word,  and  by  it  desired  to  have  all  their  doc- 


trines judged.  In  the  second  place,  it  is  free 
from  all  superstitious  doctrines  concerning 
magic,  astrology,  and  other  heathenish  arts. 
It  does  not  allow  absolution  from  oaths,  nor 
mark  out  any  class  of  society  as  the  lawful 
victims  of  fraud  and  violence.  It  is  merciful 
to  the  poor  and  to  slaves.  It  teaches  that  the 
souls  of  M'omen  are  as  precious  in  the  sight  of 
God  as  those  of  men.  It  forbids  polygamy, 
and  allows  divorce  only  in  one  case  where  it  is 
necessary,  and  thus  protects  the  weaker  sex, 
and  guards  the  sacredness  and  the  happiness 
of  domestic  life.  It  differs  especially  from  the 
oral  law  in  its  estimation  of  external  rites,  and 
thus  gives  the  strongest  evidence  of  its  Divine 
origin.  If  there  be  one  sign  of  true  religion 
more  satisfactory  than  another,  it  is  the 
placing  of  holiness  of  heart  and  life  as  the  first 
great  requisite,  at  the  same  time  that  it  does 
not  undervalue  any  of  God's  commands.  Now 
this  mark  Christianity  has,  and  Judaism 
wants.  The  former  teaches  expressly,  That 
without  holiness  no  man  shall  see  the  Lord, 
and  that  for  the  want  of  it  no  external  cere- 
monies can  compensate.  Further,  Christianity 
knows  of  no  violent  methods  of  propagating 
the  truth.  It  nowhere  tells  its  followers, 
when  they  have  the  power,  to  compel  all  men 
to  embrace  its  doctrines,  or  to  put  them  to 
death  if  they  refuse.  It  has  not  a  criminal 
code  written  in  blood,  and  prescribing  floggings 
of  rebellion,  or  even  death,  for  a  mere  cere- 
monial offence.  It  does  not  allow  each  indi- 
vidual teacher  to  torment  the  people  by  ex- 
communication and  anathema  at  his  pleasure. 
And,  lastly,  it  does  not  misrepresent  God  as  an 
unjust  and  partial  judge,  who  confines  the 
benefits  of  revelation  to  one  small  nation,  and 
sentences  the  overwhelming  majority  of  man- 
kind to  unholiness  and  unhappiness.  If  ever 
Judaism  should  attain  to  universal  dominion, 
and  the  principles  of  Judaism  be  brought  into 
action,  the  whole  Gentile  world  would  be 
doomed  to  misery  and  ignorance.  By  pro- 
nouncing that  amongst  Gentiles  there  is  no 
marriage-tie,  it  would  rob  them  of  all  domestic 
peace.  By  sentencing  every  Gentile  reader  of 
the  Bible  to  death,  it  would  deprive  them  of 
all  the  consolations  and  instructions  of  the 
Word  of  God,  and  by  forbidding  them  to  keep 
a  Sabbath,  it  would,  so  far  as  it  could,  annihi- 
late every  token  of  God's  care  and  loving- 
kindness.  The  triumph  of  Christianity,  on 
the  contrary,  and  the  full  development  of  all 
its  principles,  would  fill  the  world  with  peace, 
and  joy,  and  happiness.  The  fundamental 
principle  of  Christianity,  namely,  that  the 
]\Iessiah  has  died  for  the  sins  of  the  whole 
world,  sets  forth  God  as  the  tender  father  who 
cares  for  all  his  children,  and  therefore  teaches 
all  men  to  regard  one  another  as  fellow. heirs 
of  the  same  eternal  salvation.  It  does  not 
deny  that  Israel  has  peculiar  privileges  as  a 
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nation,  but  fully  acknowledges  that  "  they  are 
still  beloved  for  the  fathers'  sakes,"  and  that 
they  are  yet  to  be  the  benefactors  of  the  human 
race  as  they  were  of  old.  But  it  asserts,  at  the 
same  time,  that  God  is  not  the  God  of  the 
Jews  only,  but  of  the  Gentiles  also,  and  thus 
makes  it  possible  for  Jew  and  Gentile  to  love 
each  other.  The  only  foundation  for  the  peace 
and  unity  of  all  nations  is  the  recognition  of 
God  as  the  Father  of  all,  and  this  foundation 
is  the  very  corner-stone  of  Christianity,  whilst 
it  neither  does  nor  can  form  any  part  of  the 
fabric  of  Judaism.  Christianity  teaches  that 
the  first  and  great  commandment  is,  Thou 
shalt  love  the  Lord  thy  God  with  all  thy 
heart ;  and  that  the  second  is,  Thou  shalt  love 
thy  neighbour  as  thyself ;  and  teaches,  at  the 
same  time,  that  all  men  are  our  neighbours. 
Judaism  teaches  that  circumcision  is  the 
greatest  of  all  the  commandments,  and  that 
none  but  Jews  and  proselytes  are  neighbours. 
Thus  Judaism  divides,  whilst  Christianity 
tends  to  unite  all  the  children  of  men  in  the 
bands  of  peace.  It  has  only  one  principle  of 
God's  dealings  to  men,  and  that  principle  is 
love  ;  and  one  principle  for  the  guiding  of 
man's  conduct  to  men,  and  that  is  love  also. 
Let  not  the  Jewish  reader  think  that  we 
Gentiles  wish  to  ascribe  any  merit  to  ourselves, 
as  if  by  our  own  wit  or  wisdom  we  had  found 
out  a  religious  system  superior  to  any  thing 
that  Israel  had  been  able  to  devise.  Far  from 
it;  we  acknowledge  again,  as  we  did  in  the 
first  number,  that  we  are  only  disciples  of  one 
part  of  the  Jewish  nation.  From  the  Jews 
Christianity  came  to  us.  It  has  been  a  light 
to  lighten  us  Gentiles,  but  we  acknowledge  its 
Divine  Author  as  the  glory  of  his  people 
Israel.  All  we  mean  by  instituting  the  com- 
parison is,  to  show  those  who  still  adhere  to 
the  oral  law,  that  there  is  another  Jewish 
religion  infinitely  superior,  and  more  like  that 
of  Moses  and  the  Prophets.  And  we  appeal 
confidently  to  every  reader  of  these  papers  to 
decide  whether  the  New  Testament  or  the 
Talmud  is  the  better  book,  and  to  say  which 
is  most  agreeable  to  the  will  of  God  as 
revealed  to  their  forefathers.     We  earnestly 


call  upon  them  to  make  the  decision,  and  to 
deliver  themselves  from  that  unmerited  weight 
of  odium  which  has  rested  upon  them  for 
centuries ;  and  from  that  still  more  dreadful 
evil,  the  displeasure  of  Almighty  God,  which 
has  followed  them  ever  since  they  forsook  the 
Old  Paths  wherein  their  fathers  walked. 

It  is  time  for  those,  at  least,  who  profess  to 
abhor  certain  parts  of  the  Talmud  and  oral 
law,  to  justify  their  professions  by  consistent 
conduct.  If  they  wish  people  to  believe  them 
when  they  profess  love  and  charity  towards  aU 
men,  they  must  begin  by  repudiating  the 
authority  of  the  oral  law,  and  renouncing  the 
worship  of  the  synagogue.  How  can  we  pos- 
sibly believe  that  those  are  sincere  in  their 
professions  to  men,  who  declare  that  they  are 
insincere  in  their  worship  of  the  heart-search- 
ing God  ?  Every  man  who  uses  the  prayers 
of  the  synagogue,  there  confesses  himself  to 
God  as  a  beUever  in  the  oral  law,  and  conse- 
quently ready  to  execute  all  its  decrees  of 
cruelty,  fraud,  and  persecution — ready,  when 
he  has  the  power,  to  convert  all  nations  with 
the  sword.  That  is  his  profession  in  the  syna- 
gogue ;  when,  then,  he  comes  forth  from  the 
solemn  act  of  Divine  worship,  and  tells  me 
that  he  is  liberal  and  charitable,  and  that  he 
abhors  persecution,  how  can  I  possibly  believe 
him  ?  There  is  falsehood  somewhere,  and  the 
only  possible  mode  of  removing  this  appear- 
ance is  by  a  public  renunciation  of  the  oral 
law,  and  an  erasure  of  those  passages  in  the 
public  prayers  which  affirm  its  Divine  autho- 
rity. This  all  truly  liberal-minded  Jews  owe 
to  themselves,  to  the  Christian  public,  to  their 
brethren,  and,  above  all,  to  their  God.  To 
themselves  they  owe  it,  because  so  long  as 
their  words  and  their  deeds  contradict  each 
other,  a  mist  hangs  over  them.  To  the 
Christian  public  they  owe  it,  for  they  must 
naturally  desire  to  know  the  principles  of  those 
with  whom  they  are  connected.  To  their 
brethren  they  owe  it,  for  this  is  the  only  way 
of  delivering  the  nation  from  the  calamities  of 
centuries.  To  their  God  they  owe  it,  for  by 
the  blasphemies  of  the  oral  law.  His  character 
is  misrepresented  and  His  name  blasphemed. 


London :— Sold  at  the  London  Society's  Office,  16,  Exeter-hall,  Strand;  by  James  Duncan,  Paternoster- 
row;  and  B.  VVertheim,  57,  Aldersgate-street.  This  publication  may  be  had  by  applying  at  No.  5, 
No.  7,  or  No.  13,  Palestine-place,  Bethnal-gieen ;  also,  at  No.  10,  New-street,  Bishopsgate-street. 


Macintosh,  Printer,  20,  Great  New  street,  London. 


DATE    DUE 

'■^^^**. 

11*!?*^ 

I^Simiut*  liiriitfi*""^^^*^ 

5fr- 

*^ 

GAYLORD 

PRINTED  IN  USA 

m^.m 


1    1012  01010  8670 


